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Jeff Cabot: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 9/22/2016 10:06:14 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jeff Cabot 

Email 
address 

jeffcabot@sbcglobal.net  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I ask that the Charter Review Committee consider proposing Ranked Choice Voting 
(RCV) as a method to elect members of City Council.  The website www.FairVote.org 
has much information about Ranked Choice Voting, how it works, and the benefits 
of using such a system.  It is currently used to elect the Mayors of Minneapolis and 
St. Paul and all city officials in Berkeley, Oakland, San Francisco and San Leandro 
California.  It promote friendlier elections and ensures that all voices are heard.  I 
will send an email with some documents explaining RCV. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; 
sbmegas@columbus.gov from jeffcabot@sbcglobal.net on 9/22/2016 10:06:14 AM. 
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Jeff Cabot: Ranked Choice Voting 
 
From: Jeff Cabot [mailto:jeffcabot@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2016 10:28 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Ranked Choice Voting 
 
To the Charter Review Committee: 
I have submitted a comment proposing that you consider Ranked Choice Voting to elect 
Columbus City Council members.  Here are some additional materials related to that comment.  
I hope to appear at a future meeting of the Committee to further this discussion.  Thank you for 
your service. 
Jeff 
 
Jeff Cabot 
60 E. Broad St. Suite 300 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
614-461-8103 
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Attachment: Ranked Choice Voting Proposed by: Jeff Cabot 
 

Ranked Choice Voting  
Proposed by: 

Jeff Cabot 
258 Winthrop Road 

Columbus, Ohio 43214 
 
 

Here are two additional direct links to Ranked Choice Voting materials particularly dealing with 
field races.  In addition, I propose that Council vacancies be filled by the Committee of Five on 
the candidate’s nominating petition rather than by City Council 
 
http://www.fairvote.org/rcv#how_rcv_works 
 
http://www.fairvote.org/multi_winner_rcv_example 
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Attachment: Improving Local Elections with Ranked Choice Voting 

 

  



 

Attachment: Where is Ranked Choice Voting Used? 

 

  



 

Jonathan Beard: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 9/27/2016 1:28:26 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jonathan Beard 

Email 
address 

jbeard@colscompact.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Members of the Commission: 
 
As the sponsor of the proposed charter amendment that became Issue 1, I write to share my views, 
which are shaped by 20 years running Columbus's largest community redevelopment effort in the 
last generation: the HUD-designated Columbus Empowerment Zone -- focused on revitalizing areas 
of our central city that met federal statutory criteria for "pervasive poverty and social distress."  
Through this time as president and ceo of Columbus Compact Corporation, the nonprofit corporation 
that organized and led the federal grant application process and was charged with leading the funded 
initiative, I came to see the city through the eyes of our marginalized neighborhoods and their 
citizens, and saw first-hand the deficiencies in our current all at large form of government. 
 
The summer of 2010 was violent on E. Main Street, as the young men in our open air drug markets 
went from slinging dope to shooting at each other; the streets were out of control. I had video 
cameras installed that captured exactly what was happening on our streets – from the sales to the 
shootings -- and as I talked to the young men, very few of them wanted the life they were in – they 
wanted jobs.  We had a series of community meetings with a variety neighborhood organizations, 
agencies, police, MH/SA providers, and a city council aide.  Through those meetings, every 
organization made a series of commitments to work together. The piece city council was to work on 
was a reform of the city's then-unconstitutional “loitering in aid of drug offenses” law that police had 
told us were not allowed to enforce to help break up these open air drug markets. We asked the 
council to amend the law to make it enforceable, so police could issue citations (not arrests), which 
could be used to disrupt these open air drug markets and steer the young men into jobs and other 
paid work programs designed to help them move from where they were at.   
 
Though we showed council video of drug dealings and shootings, Council balked for well over a year, 
with council president Ginther saying in the Dispatch that we were engaged in “a political stunt.”  We 
ended up with a tragic video of a young man (Dominique Johnson) from the southside being chased 
down the street and shot in the back of his head with what homicide detectives – on the basis of a 
slug pulled the next morning from the door of a home we had just renovated a full block away – said 
was an AK-47. Dominique had been seen on video selling what  appeared to be pills on that corner 
three weeks earlier.  We shared that murder video with council members, and a few weeks later –
without any consultation – they passed the same loitering law that they had been refusing to 
consider previously (with Rick Pfeiffer co-signing and saying it couldn’t be done). The components of 
the new law were not what we believed addressed the needs and opportunities of our neighborhood 
-- it appeared to be a hastily-thought out CYA by the council to minimize our claims of council 
inattention. 

mailto:jbeard@colscompact.com


 

Field Value 

 
Thoroughly frustrated by the brick wall that had kept the drug markets open and contributed to the 
murder, as I listened to yet another police helicopter hover overhead after another shooting, I 
thought “if we had a single council member from this neighborhood, who was seeing what we are 
seeing, listening to gunshots, seeing blood on the sidewalks (I have pictures), and hearing the 
helicopters nightly, they would be helping us instead of banding together and fighting what we say 
are needed improvements.” In fact, one former council member would privately thank me for my 
work addressing this issue -- which he knew to be important -- but apparently didn't have the 
courage to say anything in front of his colleagues, as when I came before council he sat in stony 
silence like the others.  That is when I began this effort to have our council elected by districts 
through the Columbus Coalition for Responsive Government (Fact Sheets enclosed) that resulted in 
Issue 1 by Represent Columbus, which I co-chaired. 
 
I believe Issue 1 failed at the polls because of a deceitful campaign against it, led by city officials with 
$1 million in corporate contributions that claimed it created $80,000 per year part-time jobs for a 25-
person council (Issue 1 did not address council pay at all and called for a 13 member council) and that 
was led by the party of Trump, rather than by Black folk from the Near East Side concerned about the 
impact of the lack of representation we experience daily.  Issue 1 did not cost $20,000,000 as the 
anti-Issue 1 campaign claimed by tripling the number of city employees the Issue called for and 
multiplying that figure by 10 years.  The loss was not a reflection  of what Issue 1 really did -- it was a 
reflection of the successful campaign to re-define it as somethnig it was not.  The valid reasons 
behind single member council districts have not changed -- we need better representation. 
 
At Large Government Designed to Exclude and Minimize Minorities 
 
And this lack of representation not a mistake – at large forms of government were enacted across the 
country in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s as Anglos (Irish and English immigrants) tried to keep t he 
reins of city political power from newly arriving immigrants from central and southern European 
countries who were immigrating and settling into neighborhoods and developing ward-based 
political power (Germans, Polish, and Italians) and demanding the trappings of that power (i.e., the 
then-patronage jobs in police and fire that remain disproportionately Irish yet today). [Source: 
Hofsteader, Richard.  The Age of Reform: From Bryan to FDR,” a book that won the 1956 Pulitizer 
Prize for History]. 
 
And as a Black resident, I and others, should be vigorously opposed to a system of representation 
that ensures all our elected officials remain in a permanent electoral minority (we are 28% of the 
city’s population) and can only elect the officials who have been presented to us by appointment.  
After the Voting Rights Act of 1965 was passed, communities across the Deep South changed from 
their traditional ward-based political systems to at large systems, to maintain majority (white) 
political power and stop Black politicians from being elected.  In  1982 amendments to the Voting 
Rights Act, Congress recognized at large forms of government for their unlawful “voter dilution” 
impact on protected classes of citizens (like Blacks), and the Department of Justice subsequently filed 
more than 300 Section 2 voter dilution lawsuits against localities using at large voting schemes, and 
cities moved away from them.   
 
Detroit, Austin and Seattle were the most recent to change – leaving only Columbus and Portland as 
American big cities (Top 50) using at large voting. The average top 50 city in America has a 13 
member council, with 2 members elected at large and 11 from districts.  (Issue 1 sought 3 at large 
and 10 from districts for Columbus.) But for Dayton, which has the state minimum 5 member council, 
our 7 member council is smaller than every other major Ohio city – though our population and 
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landmass more than double every other city’s. We are under-represented, and poorly-represented; 
you have the opportunity to help change those facts. 
 
Blacks on Council 
We have a majority Black council – all appointed -- which appointment process I have come to 
believe is in place to forestall Section 2 (VRA) litigation which can be triggered by evidence of 
“racially-polarized” voting (and if Blacks are winning elections in a predominately white electorate, 
such evidence is harder to find).  Columbus's first Black council member was elected in 1880 (Rev. 
Poindexter).  We went to the all at large format in 1914, and it was 55 years until another Black was 
elected to council (1969 John Rosemond).  Since then, every Black Democratic council member has 
been initially appointed to office, and runs for their first election as an incumbent with party and 
establishment support.  
 
Fellow committee member (Republican) Jenette Bradley is, I believe, the only Black member since 
1969 who has won an election to begin serving, when she defeated Tom Kaplin in 1991 – 25 year ago.  
We used to talk  openly in the 1990’s about a “Black male” and a “Black female” seat, and you can 
trace those appointments (i.e, Espy, Coleman, Boyce.  Dispatch articles from as far back as 1968 talk 
about the party’s claims that each would appoint a qualified Negro to the council.  Austin, which 
recently switched from all at large, had what they called “the Gentlemen’s Agreement”  to hold one 
seat for a Black candidate and another for a Latino candidate, specifically to forestall Section 2 
challenges to their system of elections. 
 
And because our Black elected officials are first appointed, and then cannot fund their own citywide 
elections, they are politically weak and vulnerable to pressure. In the 2011 and 2013  elections, 
council president Ginther provided 72% of the campaign funding for council members Mills and 
Tyson, 84% for council member Craig, and 90% for council member Miller.  Most recently, both Jaiza 
Page and Shannon Hardin were city employees who had to give up their city jobs before the election 
and relied 100% on the establishment’s support for their elections and thus continued council 
paychecks.  
 
Do Our Black Council Members Really Have Power to Help Our Community? 
 
I see the policy impact of electorally weak Black council members in my job daily over the last 20 
years, for instance in the continuing lack of attention given to the city’s anemic community 
development, minority contracting, and job training/placement efforts. In public view, the policy 
impact is clear looking at current events; although many of us have been writing, talking, and 
protesting for reform of our policing effort, we don’t hear these concerns echoed in a meaningful 
manner by our Black elected officials.  While they will follow Andy Ginther on body cameras and nod 
and murmur concern, they won’t talk publicly about independent investigations of police shootings 
or outside prosecutors, which as key structural reforms every civil rights group supports.  As the 
political awareness committee co-chair for the Columbus Action Network, I sent the council a letter 
listing reforms advocated by every national civil rights group after the Michael Brown 
shooting/Ferguson protests and seeking a review for Columbus – there was no response to these 
policies from a single member, other than a generic statement that the police chief would be holding 
meetings and will issue a report (which, if done, was never made public).  
 
Further, our African American council members have sat idly by watching government-sponsored de-
population of Black folk from the Near East Side, through the demolition of Poindexter Village (a site 
eligible for listing on the National Registry of Historic Places) -- where all but 2 of the 412 households 
(90% Black) were relocated from the 43203 and 43205 zip codes (Near East Side) prior to the 
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demolition.  Seven years of community organizing have not moved a single one of our African 
American council members to object to what some in our community are calling an "ethnic 
cleansing" of our historical home.  Our Black elected  officials are wonderful people, who are locked 
into an at large system historically and structurally designed to make them impotent (through 
running in a majority white electorate and being unable to raise funds to run for office without white 
political and big business support) to address the issues of Columbus's Black Voting Rights Act-
covered population. 
 
We are locked in a system that was designed to marginalize and exclude minority populations – first 
the Irish and Germans -- and now the marginalizing effects of this system are hitting Black folk the 
hardest, as our needs are not even being strongly voiced, let alone addressed – as evidenced by the 
council’s unwillingness to even discuss the #BlackLivesMatters issues, such as the Columbus Action 
Network’s 2015 request through Rev. Joel L. King, Jr. for the city to consider the CAN’s proposed 10-
Point Policing Reform Agenda derived from the August 18, 2014 “Unified Statement on Policing 
Reform” adopted by  all the major national civil rights organizations. 
 
I am submitting a Fact Sheet from the NAACP Legal Defense Fund on At Large voting along with a 
couple other articles for your review as you head into this effort. I encourage you to read more about 
Section 2 of hte Voting Rights Act Amendments of 1968, which outlawed At Large voting when single 
member districts with minority representation could be formed and where there is a history of 
racially-polarized voting.  Also enclosed are articles about Austin’s Gentlemen’s Agreement , which 
reserved a Black and Hispanic seat to avert Section 2 Voting Rights Act claims -- similar to what we 
now do through the appointment process. I urge you to really look at the Austin situation and see its 
comparison to the Columbus system of appointing and supporting weak Black council candidates as 
members, who could not otherwise build a citywide constituency or afford to run in citywide 
elections. 
 
The At Large system was reviewed by congress and determined to be a system that likely creates 
unlawful voter dilution effects.  The purpose does not to be intentionally racially motivated, but if the 
effects result in voters not being able to elect candidates of their choosing -- the system is likely 
unlawful. Whether or not that is the case in Columbus, there is a clear recognition across the country  
of the inherent flaws of at large voting,wh ich is why every major city in America has moved away 
from the system -- whether by litigation by the Department of Justice or advocacy groups like the 
NAACP Legal Defense Fund, or by citizen initiative as we attempted through Issue 1 (I would note, 
our charter has never been amended by citizen initiative -- always by a council initiative, so we knew 
the high hurdle we were attempting to jump). 
 
Or Are They Merely Pawns? 
 
We should be looking critically on a system of government installed by people of privilege to 
maintain their power - -why in the world should we be defenders of a discriminatory system?  I 
would note that Hugh Huntington was an original 1914 charter commission leader, which 1914 
charter campaign was headquartered in the Chamber of Commerce offices, and that Huntington 
Bank contributed $50,000 to its defense (against Issue 1). Other defenders of the at large system 
were AEP, Limited Brands, Nationwide Insurance and other big businesses – those who control the 
political reins guiding the citizens of Columbus. 
 
The two citizens associated with the OneColumbus PAC included Bryan Clarke, Mayor Ginther's aid 
and political director, who lives in Bexley and who formerly worked for Secretary of State Brunner 
and was a lead author of a report in favor of fair and competitive electoral districts and James 
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Ragland, a recent primary candidate for Mayor who campaign in support of council districts.  In other 
words, the lead non-corporate faces of the "No" vote campaign were paid political operatives who 
had previously been on record in support of electoral districts. It was not principle-based opposition -
- indeed Mr. Ragland tells me his opposition was to what he considered the specific flaws in Issue 1. 
 
I hesitate to say this, but I am starting to believe that we are no more than pawns in a game we are 
only beginning to understand, and that our political leaders may be equally unaware that they are 
being selected and used to maintain the existing social order. We deserve to have true 
representation, where the people we elect run in smaller, less expensive, district elections where the 
interests of our people are of primary importance to them, and when there can be no question of 
whether they are beholden to large campaign contributors with other interests. 
 
Continue the March to Freedom and Equality  
 
The march to equality was led by the Black church in the past, and I would ask Rev. Lawes and Ms. 
Gilyard in particular, on behalf of people of faith and color, to understand this issue and advocate 
strongly to return Columbus to a district-based voting system (as we had when Rev. Poindexter was 
elected in 1880) so that our concerns can be addressed in a more fair and equitable political system 
in our generation.   
 
I had been reluctant to air these concerns in public, and did not do so during the Issue 1 campaign, as 
our Black council members are all fine people and I have hesitated to question their purpose in a 
system where I believe they are unwitting tools that support a sophisticated political racial 
dominance.  The return to council districts in Columbus need not be a divisive and racially-charged 
issue -- it could be done simply on the basis of good governance and more fair representation as 
practiced by every other big city in America; however, with the politicalization of the issue by in-
power Democrats (of which I am an elected Central Committee member representing the Near East 
Side) -- which framed this as a partisan issue designed by "the Party of Trump to create permanent 
Republican wards" (though the issue was launched by Democrats and supported by the progressive 
wing of the Democratic Party along with the local Green, Republican, Socialist, and Libertarian parties 
- my concern about a polarizing public political debate has ended.  I believe the commission through 
its recommendations has the opportunity to consider these issues fairly and move forward in a 
unifying, constructive, and positive manner to bring a more fair electoral system to a vote in 
Columbus.   
 
Again, out of respect to the fine people who have stepped forward to serve and the Columbus 
culture which values consensus, I hesitate to raise this issue directly in public and will do so gently, 
but wanted to make sure my concerns about the racial inequities inherent in at large voting and 
provide a few examples of their negative impact on the political representation of Columbus's Black 
community were put before the commission.  We can do better, and I believe -- if challenged -- the 
Voting Rights Act would mandate that we do differently.  I thank you for your attention to these 
important issues and hope the commission moves Columbus from a past designed to achieve racial 
and ethnic dominance and makes recommendations for the kind of changes appropriate for 21st 
century America. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from jbeard@colscompact.com on 9/27/2016 1:28:26 PM. 
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Jonathan Beard: Facts about At Large electoral systems 
 

From: jbeard@colscompact.com [mailto:jbeard@colscompact.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 1:48 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Facts about At Large electoral systems 
                                                                                                                                                   
Charter Review Commission members: 
 
Please accept the attached Fact Sheets, as well as a FAQ sheet from the NAACP Legal Defense Fund and 
an analysis of Voting Rights Act litigation by the Michigan School of Law.  You will see our all at large 
voting for council is an anomaly – a product of the distant past when cities were run by the business 
elite (the 1%).  Every other big city in America  has moved from this format and provides for 
representation by council district – in recent years Detroit, Austin and Seattle all changed, leaving 
Columbus, at #15, as the only big city (Portland is next at the 29th largest city, with 5 members all at 
large).  The average top  50 city in America has 2 members at large and 11 from districts. 
 
Columbus leaders (Democrats) supported moving to districts until they became the solid majority on city 
council, indicating the opposition is now for political party dominance rather than the hollow claims of 
policy (see the Fact Sheet about “Traditional Democratic Party Support …” which details how Democrat 
Mayor Sensenbrenner initiated an effort to get council districts). At large forms of government are 
discriminatory against minority voting blocks (based on our demographics and geographic 
concentration, it appears as though African Americans may be the only VRA-protected class – though 
the VRA is race-neutral). 
 
Please google “Austin City Council Gentleman’s Agreement” (some links below) to see parallels between 
what Austin did to inoculate its system from federal discrimination claims and what Columbus has been 
doing through the council appointment process: it is time for change.  We can create majority-Black 
election districts to approximate the Black population in Columbus and get beyond this mid-term 
appointment artifact which weakens the voices of our African American council members. 
 
http://www.oraatx.com/blog/2014/8/19/the-gentlemens-agreement-a-relic-of-austins-racist-past-or-
why-did-we-need-to-change-the-system-anyway  
http://www.texasmonthly.com/politics/what-nobody-says-about-austin/  
http://kut.org/post/hispanic-leaders-call-change-gentlemens-agreement-just-not-yet  
                                                                                                                                                                    
Jonathan C. Beard 
President and CEO  
Columbus Compact  Corporation 
1051 E. Main Street 
Columbus, OH 43205 
Phone: (614) 251-0926 ext. 301 
Fax: (614) 251-2243 
www.colscompact.com  
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Attachment:  Council Governance Nationwide 

 

 



 

Attachment: A History of Traditional Democrat Party Support for a More Open City 
Council 

 



 

Attachment: A History and Perspectives on Columbus City Council

 



 

Attachment: At-Large Voting Frequently Asked Question 
 



 

Attachment: Final Report of the Voting Rights Initiative University of Michigan Law 
School 
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Jonathan Beard: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/3/2016 1:56:25 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jonathan Beard 

Email 
address 

jbeard@colscompact.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

As the Charter Committee considers recommendations to council, it should consider recommending 
council adopt a serious campaign finance reform effort, which would cap contributions from 
individuals, limit transfers of money between PACs, and provide for a system of public financing for 
campaigns for our noncompetitive, expensive all at large elections.   
 
The people of Columbus deserve fair and competitive elections to determine the people who will 
represent us, and the current all at large format where elections are too expensive for all but the 
council president (who puts himself in jeopardy as he raises money to fund incumbents' campaigns -- 
what do you think the Redflex bribery allegations were all about?? -- that donation through convicted 
extortionist John Raphael passed through money to other council incumbents who could not afford 
the expense of their own elections). 
 
The Columbus Coalition for Responsive Government submitted tens of thousands of petitoin 
signatures for a citizen initiated effort to reform campaign finance laws in Columbus --which 
lawmaking was authorized by  voters in a 1994 charter amendment, but council never enacted 
legislation to put campaign caps into  place.  It is time for council to close the ethical  hole that 
unlimited campaign giving brings.  Instead of voting on the issue, the council ignored it simply 
because we had filed the certified precirculation copy of the petition in the city clerk's office instead 
of the city auditor's office. 
 
A copy of a current citizen initiative will be provided to the committee by email. It is past time to take 
the excessive money out of our local politics. 
 
 
WRITTEN TESTIMONY TO COLUMBUS CITY COUNCIL 
Jonathan C. Beard 
November 11, 2013 
 
Today on Veterans Day, we remember that our way of life – including our voting rights which are 
under attack in many states – have been secured by fellow citizens serving in our armed forces.  
Today our fight for our franchise is not a fight of physicality, but a fight against apathy and the 
appearance or reality of undue influence -- both of which undermine our democracy. 
 
Too many people think their vote does not matter, and in many cases they are right.  At the federal 
level, gerrymandering of congressional districts has left seats uncontestable, which leads to 
interparty dysfunction and an inability to govern.  Further, corporate special interest group campaign 
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contributions have undue influence on the public agenda. 
 
At the state level, gerrymandering has lead to single party control of state legislature despite an 
electorate that is evenly split between the two major parties. 
 
At the local level, we maintain At Large elections for City Council which increases costs of running for 
office, reducing competition.  And we see each year – including this year -- that even incumbent 
council members cannot afford their own elections. 
 
In this, the 2013 election cycle, Council incumbents raised $25 to every $1 raised by challengers.  In 
gross numbers, incumbents raised over $375,000, and challengers raised just $16,000.  And 
disturbingly, 70% of all the campaign funding was provided by one Political Action Committee: 
Friends for Ginther.  Friends for Ginther accounted for 62% of funding of Paley Campaign, 72% of 
Tyson campaign, and 90% of the Miller campaign. 
 
When we look at those facts, we don’t see fair and competitive elections that Americans have fought 
for and Columbus residents should expect.  $16,000 is not enough money for three candidates to run 
a competitive campaign across 225 square miles covering more than 800,000 people.  Further, the 
excessive spending by the Council President gives a suspicion of impropriety – a suspicion that votes 
on council can be influenced by campaign contributions from the council president.  This suspicion 
appears validated when the Council president sponsored Issues 50 & 51 and where every council 
member agreed with it –even though 69% of the electorate voted it down.  We have a problem of 
representation, and when you follow the money it causes concern.  Sadly, this is the best that our 
current system gives us, so it is past time to look critically at our system of elections.   
 
Citizens of Columbus deserve fair and competitive elections, which is why the Columbus Coalition for 
Responsive Government filed roughly 23,000 signatures in support of a proposed citizen-initiated 
ordinance -- The Columbus Fair Campaigns Code -- on Thursday. 
 
We modeled our proposed ordinance after Austin’s campaign finance law.  In short, under the 
proposed law submitted by the people, candidates for Mayor and Member of Council can agree to 
limit their contributions and expenditures, and in exchange they get access to publicly provided 
campaign benefits such as debates sponsored by the Community Relations Commissions and aired on 
the two city-controlled public access stations, access to those same public access stations at nominal 
cost to explain in detail their campaign messages to the public, and access to a newly established 
Columbus Fair Campaigns Fund, which would provide partial public financing of campaigns so all 
candidates could get their messages out without having to spend money on 30-second TV or radio 
advertising to speak to all of Columbus. 
 
In the 2011 election cycle, council members Craig, Klein, Mills reported receiving over $108,000 each 
from Friends for Ginther.  In this cycle, all council incumbent candidates received more than $84,000 
each.  The questions for voters are “what did that buy?, and does that give me confidence in the 
independence of my elected officials?”   
 
The Coalition would rather have the public support a system of elections where candidates can get 
more information about their candidacies to the public at a much lower cost, rather than have the 
council president supporting campaigns with 30-second ads saying incumbents support strong 
neighborhoods, police officers, and good jobs.  The public deserves more from our most important 
right. 
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In a few weeks you will have a chance to vote on the Columbus Fair Campaigns Code.  We ask that 
you do something great for Columbus – this generation and the next – by voting “yes” and 
strengthening our democracy.  We stand ready to answer any questions and provide any assistance 
in that regard. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from jbeard@colscompact.com on 10/3/2016 1:56:25 PM. 
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Jonathan Beard: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/3/2016 3:22:29 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jonathan Beard 

Email 
address 

jbeard@colscompact.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

In watching a tape of  your first meeting in which you opened to public comment about the scope of 
your work and public input, following are recommendations:  
 
1. Have a meeting specifically addressing the history of at large voting, and the problems that at large 
voting exacerbate for minority populations.  Invite the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, which has 
litigated against at large voting systems, to advise the city on the impact of at large voting on 
minority communities and assess the intent of the 1986 amendments to Section 2 of the Voting Right 
Act to discourage at large voting due to its unlawful "voter dilution" effect on minority voters.  Invite 
comment on whether Columbus's history of making African American appointments to council 
(indeed, Ms. Jennette Bradley of this committee is the only African American since Dr. John 
Rosemond in 1969 to have begun service on council by election) with all the rest being first 
appointed.  Examine the changing perspectives on at large voting of the political parties when they 
were, and were not, in power. Evaluate if the current Democratic Party defense of at large voting -- 
though it dilutes the votes of African Americans, a core constituency of the party -- is about 
strengthening the votes of all citizens or maintaining access to corporate contributions and political 
power. 
 
2. Have a presentation on the number of Department of Justice challenges to at large  voting 
schemes pursuant to Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. Evaluate if the appointment process of 
African Americancouncil members has been the mechanism used by local power brokers to delay 
Section 2 challenges-- similar to the way the Austin civic and business communities used the 
"Gentlemen's Agreement" to do the same. 
 
3. Invite the Brennan Center for Justice to advise the committee on recommending changes to the 
city's campaign finance law,as such changes were authorized by 63% of voters in a 1994 charter 
amendment with the intent council would adopt legislation to cap contributinos, as was being done 
at the federal and state levels during that era. The failure to cap led to issues like the questionable 
$20,000 Redflex contribution which further damaged trust in our city council. 
 
4. Make a recommendation to support council districts, which are opposed strongly by the "in 
power" political class and its big business benefactors, but which are the norm across the country.  
Sample maps and demographics for a system with 12 districts will be provided so the committee and 
public can better envision what such a system could look like. 
 
5. Recommend that council resume televising all of the council meeting, including public comments 
on non agenda items.  A 1994 task force made just that recommendation (ask the city clerk for a copy 
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of that report -- I will try to find mine and forward it to the group), though it has been ignored.  
Council should be held accountable for what citizens in good faith are presenting to them -- things 
not yet subject to a council vote.  People are frustrated as council  feigns ignorance of issues and acts 
like nobody has tried to talk with them, as they did after the protestors embarrassingly overran 
council for not having listened to them over the previous years. 
 
6. Stop hoarding power: return public access television to the people of Columbus, as intended under 
the federal telecommunications act.  The people of Columbus deserve to have access to each others' 
unfiltered thoughts and expression. While council spends $1M on CTV-3 (up from $750K two years 
ago), to self-promote, it denies both access to, and funding for, public access TV.  Government should 
not control and censor mass media, as city council is now doing by withholding Time Warner channel 
21.   

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from jbeard@colscompact.com on 10/3/2016 3:22:29 PM. 
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Jonathan Beard: Campaign Finance Reform 
 

From: jbeard@colscompact.com [mailto:jbeard@colscompact.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 2:01 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Campaign finance reform 
 

Hoping the charter review committee is willing to make a recommendation that council enact 
an ordinance similar to the attached. Please invite the Brennan Center for Justice to advise the 
committee on campaign finance reform. 
 
Jonathan C. Beard 
President and CEO  
Columbus Compact  Corporation 
1051 E. Main Street 
Columbus, OH 43205 
Phone: (614) 251-0926 ext. 301 
Fax: (614) 251-2243 
www.colscompact.com  
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Attachment: Initiative Petition 

 
  



 

Jonathan Beard: Sample 12 District map and demographics 
 

From: jbeard@colscompact.com [mailto:jbeard@colscompact.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 3:25 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Sample 12 District map and demographics 
 

Attached for your consideration is a map of a potential apportionment of Columbus into 12 
(single member) council districts, with the existing Neighborhood Area Commission boundaries 
overlayed (in black).  As you can see, much of the city is not represented by an area 
commission, which have very limited purviews in any case (they are codified as a 
“recommending body” to council on planning and zoning matters). 
 
Jonathan C. Beard 
President and CEO  
Columbus Compact  Corporation 
1051 E. Main Street 
Columbus, OH 43205 
Phone: (614) 251-0926 ext. 301 
Fax: (614) 251-2243 
www.colscompact.com  
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Michael Curtin: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/6/2016 3:15:18 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Michael F. Curtin 

Email 
address 

mcurtin2323@yahoo.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 
I have been asked to present historical background and context on the structure of Columbus 
City Council.  

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from mcurtin2323@yahoo.com on 10/6/2016 3:15:18 PM. 
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Jennifer Grant: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/10/2016 3:04:13 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jennifer Grant 

Email 
address 

jencbus@gmail.com 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I want the committee to remember many residents are not represented by area commissions in 
Columbus. Many people who wanted more city council members, don't have elected representatives 
to represent their neighborhood, like the area commissions do. Many residents are represented by 
volunteers who have served for years,  not because they're elected by their neighbors,  but because 
their friends on the neighborhood association  (they are called "trustees" in my neighborhood, 
Sharon Woods), continue to appointand/or vote on them to hold the same offices. If you are not a 
"trustee", you can't vote on neighborhood issues, such as how dues are spent. Many of us also never 
see our fulltime paid neighborhood liaison at our meetings,  even if we spend our evening at a 
meeting where we can't contribute. 
 
So please remember not all residents have representation. Perhaps, pay the fewer city council 
members as full-time employees,  but require that they spend some of that time at area commissions 
AND associations meetings, to hear residents' concerns monthly. Oh and make sure they're visiting 
the neighborhood meetings,  not just the bigger joint association meetings, like NCC. Regular 
residents are not invited to those meetings and those meeting times, dates and place are not well 
publicized because of it.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from jencbus@gmail.com on 10/10/2016 3:04:13 PM. 
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Sandy Bolzenius: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/11/2016 10:43:35 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Sandy bolzenius 

Email 
address 

Bolzenius.2@osu.edu 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Hello, I have three questions: 
 
1. What are the next dates available in which citizens may deliver a public comment before review 
board? Also, do you have those locations? 
 
2. Are speakers allowed five minutes? 
 
3. Must speakers turn in a written copy of what we would like to say 24 hours in advance? I heard 
that this requirement had been changed.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Sandy Bolzenius   

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from Bolzenius.2@osu.edu on 10/11/2016 10:43:35 AM. 
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Tom Dillard: Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/11/2016 3:52:58 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Tom Dillard 

Email 
address 

Tomdillard2000@yahoo.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I  plan to offer input at the Oct 27 the committee meeting concerning the power of citizen 
participation and how it can and will improve the decision making process. I plan to bring a copy of 
my presentation to the meeting with copies for the committee members. 
The theme of my presentation is to encourage the committee to adopt practices that allow for 
citizen participation in the decision making process using the basic decision making model.  
 
I will send my attachments to the charter@columbus.gov. 
 
Tom Dillard 
3226 McCutcheon Place 
Columbus, Ohio 43219 
614-207-1248 
tomdillard2000@yahoo.com 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from Tomdillard2000@yahoo.com on 10/11/2016 3:52:58 PM. 
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Tom Dillard: Attachments for presentation to the Charter Committee  
 
From: Tom Dillard [mailto:tomdillardll@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2016 5:08 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Attachments for presentation to the Charter Committee by Tom Dillard 
 
The attached are handed out  for the presentation to the Charter Committee by Tom Dillard at 
the Oct.27th meeting  
 
 
Tom Dillard, MSSA, LSW 
Tom Dillard & Associates 
614-207-1248 
tom@tomdillard.org 
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Attachment: Presentation to the City Council Revision Commission 
 
 

Presentation to the City Council Revision Commission 

The rewards for the community, however, can be great. Many of the reasons for the 
community to embrace participation are reflections of the reasons why policymakers would 
want it.  Some of them are: 

 Participation provides the opportunity to educate policymakers to the community's 
real needs and concerns.  As we've discussed, when policymakers plan a vacuum, their 
plans usually fail, because they don't account for the realities of the situation and the 
real needs of the population they're aimed at.  Community members can help 
policymakers understand their lives - the difficulties they face, the strengths they bring, 
and what they feel must be addressed. 

 Participation allows community members to help create policy that really works to 
meet their needs.  By participating in their development, community members can see 
policies put in place that actually improve their lives, rather than having no effect or 
imposing added burdens on them. 

 Participation affords community members the respect they deserve.  Rather than 
being seen as victims or nuisances, community members engaged in a participatory 
social planning process are seen as colleagues and concerned citizens working to 
improve their community.  They are respected both as human beings - as should always 
be the case, but often isn't - and for the skills, knowledge, and effort they contribute to 
the process. 

 Participation puts community members in control of their own fate.  The participatory 
social planning and policy development process results in citizens deciding what policies 
will work for them, and gives them the opportunity to change those policies if they're 
not working.  It puts into practice the motto of the Back of the Yards Neighborhood 
Council in Chicago, founded by legendary organizer Saul Alinsky: "We, the people, will 
work out our own destiny." 

 Participation builds community leadership from within.  Those who take part in the 
process both learn and exercise leadership skills, and also start to see themselves as 
having the capacity to be leaders.  The most important step to leadership, and to taking 
action to influence events that affect you, is to believe that you have the ability to do so. 

 Participation energizes the community to take on other issues or policy decisions in 
the future, and to see itself as in control of its future.  Thus, the community 
development process will continue over time. 

 Participation leads to long-term social change.  As community members take more 
control over more areas of their lives, as a result of the skills and attitudes gained from 
the participatory process, they will create and institutionalize changes that improve the 
quality of life for everyone in the community. 

Tom Dillard Presentation to the Committee on Oct 27, 2016 



 

Attachment: Decision Making Process 
 

Presentation to the charter commission by Tom Dillard Oct 27th ,2016 
  



 

Jonathan Beard: Public Comment 
 
Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/19/2016 2:17:12 PM. 
Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jonathan Beard 

Email 
address 

jbeard@colscompact.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I regret missing the October 13th committee meeting, though I don't regret the reason being in 
celebration of my 14th wedding anniversary in Savannah.  I was pleased to see the video of the 
meeting, and appreciated Mike Curtin's great presentation on the history of Columbus city council 
and its size and format.  Based on Mr. Curtin's depiction of a weakness of the at large format being 
the lack of African American representation on council since 1914, Bob Vitale asked a good question 
of Mr. Curtin -- if there was any evidence of a bias against minorities in the 1914 charter adoption.  
From our research about the Progressive Reform movement, our understanding is that implicit in 
many such city reform efforts was an effort of the Irish-Anglo immigrants to eliminate the growing 
political influence of newly-arriving German and Italian immigrants settling in neighborhoods and 
developing ward-based political power and the resultant perks of city jobs (i.e., the historic Irish 
police and fire jobs).  In its 1982 amendments to Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, Congress 
went beyond discriminatory intent to looking at the discriminatory effects of at large systems of 
government.  In jurisdictions where there is a history of racially polarized voting, such systems are 
unlawful for their voter dilution effect on minority populations.  Mr. Curtin's testimony alluded to a 
history of racially polarized voting on this issue in 1968 and 1975.  Jenette Bradley asked if Mr. Curtin 
had information about the demographic of Issue 1 voting.  I would suggest that the Issue 1 vote is not 
reflective of that history in that it was a citizen initiative, versus one proposed by the council, and 
that the opposition in power (Democrats opposing council districts for the first time in Columbus's 
history) spent $1 million from the business community in defeating the issue -- 10 times more than 
the underfunded proponents.  It should be noted that Issue 1 came out of the Black community amid 
our frustration that our community's priorities were not being adequately addressed in the at large 
format.   
 
Mr. Mills asked Mr. Curtin about research on campaign finance.  I have done some, and what is 
stunningly clear is the amount of money needed to win citywide elections, and the fact that Black 
candidates (in the 2011 and 2013 elections that I studied) in particular are not raising nearly enough 
money to compete.  In fact, the council president has been providing the vast majority of campaign 
funding for the Black incumbents (from 72 - 90%) of their funding, versus from 52-57% for all White 
incumbents. Whether they are Black or White, however, it is clear that candidates are overly-
dependent on political funding for their elections in this at large system.  History has shown us that, 
except for committee member Republican Jenette Bradley, no Black councilmember has been 
elected since 1969 without first being appointed. In a city that is evermore Democratic, the fact that 
a Black council member must first be selected by those in power should be troubling to any person 
with a love for and an understanding of the democratic ideal.  (I limit this discussion to Black and 
White, because my  understanding of the VRA is that given Columbus's demographics and residential 
patterns, Black electoral power MUST be given consideration under the law.  However, the same 
type of consideration should apply to other minority communities as well.) 
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There was discussion about the reasons for changing from at large, when, as Ms. Coe mentioned, a 
change to council districts has been voted down three times.  To be clear, at large systems of 
government are discriminatory by design, which is reason enough to change.  Since the defeat of 
Issue 1, we have been in touch with the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, which litigates against 
discriminatory electoral systems like at large systems, to assess the viability of a Voting Rights Act 
lawsuit against Columbus's at large form of government.  The LDF is interested in this issue and is in 
the midst of an internal review to assess the viability of bringing a challenge.  In a FAQ they have 
released to Columbus as a precursor to their possible involvement (which will be submitted to the 
committee), the LDF writes "... the Voting Rights Act forbids the use of any electoral scheme, such as 
the at-large method of election, that submerges the votes of people of color in elections that a white 
majority of voters control." The LDF further writes"without action by local municipalities, politicians 
who choose to maintain at-large voing can face time-consuming (e.g., two to five years) and costly 
litigation (e.g., millions of dollars)." As an Issue 1 proponent, I did not try to make it a racial issue, nor 
a political issue -- in fact, we tried to diffuse racial tension and/or charges of partisanship by having a 
Black and White, Democrat and Republican Issue co-chairs.  The in power Democrat opponents of 
Issue 1 reversed course from Mayor Sensenbrenner's distancing itself from politics as relayed by Rep. 
Curtin, and made it a hyper partisan issue, with false accusations that it was sponsored by the Party 
of Trump with Koch Brothers support.   
 
Certainly providing a form of government that allows for a full expression of political thought where 
minorities are not always subsumed to a majority White vote -- whether or not a lawsuit is initiated 
or successful --  is an excellent reason for change. Columbus is not working for all of its citizens.  
Further, as mentioned above, the cost of at large elections limits competition to those who can 
access large sums of money -- citizens deserve open, fair and competitive elections, and having less 
expensive council district elections is simply good for democracy.  
 
I have drafted some maps of a 12 district council format which we (a group of us who have been  
working on this issue) think makes sense along with 3 members at large, which we will submit with 
demographics to illustrate that such a format would allow for roughly proportionate voting strength 
for the VRA-covered African American population (i.e., with 100% racially polarized voting, 
candidates supported by Blacks could win 3 of 12 districts (25% , versus the 28% Black population of  
Columbus). I urge the committee to look carefully at the intent and the requirements of Section 2 of 
the Voting Rights Act to ensure Columbus remains in compliance with the letter and the spirit of the 
law, as it considers changes to our archaic non-representative all at large form of government.  
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Tom Dillard: Public Comment 
 
Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/24/2016 10:45:00 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Tom Dillard 

Email address Tomdillard2000@yahoo.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message Citizens Participation in the formation and implementation of policy  
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Tom Dillard:  Handout for the presentation to the committee 
 
From: Tom Dillard [mailto:tomdillardll@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 10:52 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Attached is my handout for the presentation to the committee 
 
Attached is my handout to the committee for my presentation on Oct. 27 at 6:00 pm . 
 
If you have question contact me at the number below. 
 
 
Tom Dillard, MSSA, LSW 
Tom Dillard & Associates 
614-207-1248 
tom@tomdillard.org 
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Ruth Parise: Public Comment 
 
Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/27/2016 10:10:01 AM. 
Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Ruth Parise 

Email 
address 

ruthap55@att.net  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I would like to speak at this evening's meeting. 
 
Ruth Parise 
4759 Larkin Drive 
Columbus, OH  43231 
 
I do not represent any organization 
 
I am still working on my comments; if I can't complete early enough today, I will bring copies 
tonight. 
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Jonathan Beard: Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/27/2016 4:11:20 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jonathan Beard 

Email 
address 

jbeard@colscompact.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

 
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COLUMBUS CHARTER REVIEW COMMITTEE 
October 27, 2016 
Jonathan C. Beard, 1815 Franklin Park South, Columbus, OH 43205 
 
1. Good evening, I am Jonathan Beard, Co-Chair of Represent Columbus, which sponsored 
Issue 1 as a citizen initiated charter amendment to reform Columbus City Council, seeking to move it 
from the archaic at large format to a more modern mixed system with 3 members at large and the 
rest from district.   
2. Issue 1 sought to move Columbus closer to the governing norm of American big cities, 
which is 13 members, comprised of 2 at large and 11 from districts. 
3. Issue 1 was defeated at the polls, in large part because it was successfully 
mischaracterized by an unmatched $1 million in campaigning by the opposition, which came from 
the business community and the faction of Democrats in control of the Franklin County Democratic 
Party.  It was absolutely not a proposal for a 25 member council, sponsored by the Party of Trump to 
create permanent Republican wards, which is how it was successfully framed by the opposition. 
4. It was a proposal for a 13 member council, with 10 elected by district and 3 at large.  It 
was sponsored by me, an elected member of the Franklin County Democratic Party from Ward 55 
(Franklin Park and OTE), in response to the deficiencies in city government that I have seen through 
my 20 years of work to revitalize Columbus central city neighborhoods.  This is a Democratic initiative 
as it has been every time it hit the ballot.   
5. More specifically, Issue 1 came out of Columbus’s Black Community, in response to 
council’s shortcomings in adequately representing the residents and businesses along E. Main Street 
on the Near East Side during a period of drug related gun violence in 2005.  These issues are being 
echoed today in our community’s dissatisfaction over the council’s approach to police/community 
relations today.  Because these issues are important, we are preparing another citizen initiated 
amendment should the council not on its own put an issue on the ballot. 
6. We made some mistakes in framing the issue politically, last time: 
a. First, coming from my experience in Cleveland, we proposed that the council grow or 
shrink with changes in the city’s population.  That allowed the opponents to claim that it was a 25 
member council that was being proposed – which could happen only if the city’s population more 
than doubled to 1.65 million people. 
b. Second, some people also thought we should have submitted a map – which is only rarely 
a part of a charter document. 
7. This issue came out of Columbus’s Black community, because we are not well-
represented under the at large system. 
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Field Value 

8. Last time, we did not make this a racial issue because we thought that was divisive, we 
tried to focus on policy and best practice. 
9. Given the divisive campaign run by the anti Issue 1 forces, which turned corporate 
Democrats and corporate campaign dollars against progressive Democrats, Republicans, Libertarians, 
Greens, and Socialists – all of whom endorsed the change. I have provided this committee 
information from the NAACP Legal Defense Fund (“the LDF”) documenting how at large forms of 
government are often in violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.  
10. The Department of Justice says section 2 “ is a nationwide prohibition against voting 
practices and procedures, (including redistricting plans) that discriminate on the basis of race, color 
or membership in a language minority group. It prohibits not only election-related practices and 
procedures that are intended to be racially discriminatory, but also those that are shown to have a 
racially discriminatory result. 
11. The NAACP Legal Defense Fund says that “The Voting Rights Act forbids the use of any 
electoral scheme, such as the at-large method of election, that submerges the votes of people of 
color in elections that a white majority of voters control. Widely considered the crown jewel of 
American democracy, the Voting Rights Act is the most effective tool for protecting voters of color 
against methods of election – like at-large voting – that weaken the voting strength of communities 
of color. “ 
12. At the last meeting, you heard Rep. Curtin discuss how it took 55 years after our at large 
system was installed before another African American Dr. John Rosemond, was elected in our 
citywide elections.  Our first African American was elected from a district in 1880 (Rev. James 
Poindexter, which buildings named after him were demolished last year). 
13. Since Dr. Rosemond was elected in 1969, I believe Jenette Bradley is the only African 
American initially elected to council – the rest, all Democrats,  have all been initially appointed, and 
run with the financial backing of the Franklin County Democratic party or the council president. In he 
2011 and 2013 elections, the Black incumbents received from 73-90% of their funding from the 
council president – unlike their white counterparts, they were clearly unable to independently raise 
money and compete in citywide elections. 
14. It does not matter to the community or to Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act that we now 
have a majority Black city council – and they are all good people. The Black community deserves an 
electoral system that allows us the ability to elect council members of our own choosing, without the 
approval of white folk. 
15. We are finalizing revised ballot language and have started drafting electoral maps and will 
put this issue back on the ballot within a year by citizen initiative, if -- through the work of this 
committee -- the council does not act to do so.  Council formats with a majority of members elected 
by district are the norm across the country, and such forms of government are clearly lawful, while 
our at large council is not clearly lawful -- which is something the LDF is looking at now in 
consideration of a lawsuit that they say would take 2-5 years, and cost the city millions of dollars to 
defend against.  The Department of Justice initiates about 4 Section 2 lawsuits against municipalities 
every year, and the NAACP Legal Defense Fund settled a suit that ended at large systems in 176 
jurisdictions across Alabama. 
16. All of our peer cities have districts: Indianapolis, Baltimore, San Francisco, Boston, Raleigh, 
Jacksonville, Seattle. In recent years, Detroit, Austin, and Seattle have abandoned their at large 
formats in favor of more representative systems with districts. 
17. Once informed, there is no justification for this committee to continue to support an 
electoral system that is designed to submerge minority votes, when other options are common.  I ask 
that you consider the discriminatory structure and discriminatory effect of at large voting systems, 
which courts have determined to be unlawful across the country, I urge this committee to 
recommend the city support a council elected primarily by district to avoid the time, expense and 
divisiveness of a court or ballot battle. Thank you. 
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Deborah Supelak: Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 10/27/2016 5:12:14 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Deborah Supelak 

Email 
address 

supelak@att.net  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Charter Review Committee Hearing 
Oct 26, 2016 at Tuttle Recreation Center 
 
Public Comments 
submitted by Deb Supelak: 
 
 
I wish to speak to the matter of composition of Columbus’ City Council, especially the need to 
structure Council in such a way as to maximize representation of the public constituencies it purports 
to serve.  
 
The primary argument against any ward-based system in Columbus has been that the city already 
has regional representation through the Area Commissions.  However, I serve on an Area 
Commission and I have had opportunity at various community events to meet with about 20 other 
commissioners, representing about 8 or 10 other Area Commissions.  Across the board, myself and 
all the others I have spoken with feel that the Area Commissions fail at achieving representation. The 
quasi-governmental nature of these Commissions means that there are no formal controls or 
oversights governing their operation. Some Commissions, I have been told by disgruntled 
commissioners and community members, are run dictatorially by chairs who unilaterally set agendas, 
who may shut down discussion of community topics without warning and without recourse.  Further, 
there is no requirement that any recommendation from Commissions need to be formally 
acknowledged or addressed by City Council.  Suggestions which the current Council members do not 
like are simply ignored.  How does that fit with democratic representation of the communities’ 
concerns?  It, flatly, does not. 
 
To illustrate some of the glaring inadequacies of the Area Commission system, let me use my 
commission, the University Area Commission (UAC) as an example.  Although we represent the most 
densely populated portion of the entire City, our “elections” scarcely get 2 or 3 dozen residents out 
to vote in them.  The City offers no help in publicizing these commissions and puts no effort into 
promoting them as a vehicle for public participation in the governing process (except, I should say, 
for when council members dredge up the existence of the commissions as a last ditch defense when 
confronted with a public referendum to require wards).   The UAC is currently preparing for 
elections; we have 5 seats open and received only 1 application for a candidate!  Out of 10’s of 
thousands of residents in the district!  People simply don’t know this body exists, so how could they 
possibly communicate their concerns to it; if the public is not communicating, how can the body 
represent them adequately? 
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Field Value 

 
Earlier this year, our community submitted a petition to City Council requesting a construction 
moratorium.  The petition was signed by hundreds of residents and more than 2 dozen businesses.  
City Council had a few closed door meetings with representatives from the community, but took no 
action on it.  The UAC drafted, debated, and passed a resolution requesting the City to honor the 
moratorium request.  The UAC did not even receive acknowledgement of the resolution, and again 
City Council took no action.  If these matters had been brought before Council by a ward-
representative in an official capacity, the concerns of the public would have at least had a public 
hearing with the full due process of required by law; citizens would at least have the opportunity to 
see council debate and vote on their concerns.   
 
Columbus has become one of the very most financially segregated cities in the U.S. under the current 
City Council structure, and part of that system has relied on the largely secret Area Commissions that 
are rife with cronyism. We need a new system.  We need council members who are appointed for 
the purpose of representing the concerns that are unique to the various portions of the city. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from supelak@att.net on 10/27/2016 5:12:14 PM. 

  

mailto:edjohnson@columbus.gov;%20sbmegas@columbus.gov
mailto:supelak@att.net


 

William Schuck: Public Comment  
 
Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/9/2016 1:30:50 PM. 
Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name William Schuck 

Email 
address 

ws096@hotmail.com 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 
I respectfully request time (5 to 10 minutes) to present testimony regarding a hybrid Council 
proposal (written copy will be submitted).  I am available only on Nov. 10 (any time) and Nov. 17 
(not before 7:30 pm ).  Thank you. 
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Deb Roberts: Location Revision 
 

From: Deb Roberts, Mobile Food Truck Conference & Expo [mailto:mzdoodah@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2016 7:57 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: location revision 
 

If you are going to send out a notice that the location has change, why don’t you also update 
the page? 
 
Deb 
 
Deb Roberts 

Columbus Mobile Food Conference & Expo Event Coordinator 
Office/Cell: 614-228-1868 
www.ColsMobilefoodConf.com 
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Jessica Clinger: Charter Review Public Comment 
 
Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/15/2016 12:35:52 PM. 
Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jessica  

Email 
address 

jessica.n.clinger@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I attended the Charter Review Committee meeting on November 10th at Barack Rec Center. The 
presentations regarding the appointment process were very good and the discussion was thought 
provoking.  
 
I thought the ideas discussed by the committee regarding a "guardian" or "caretaker" model of 
appointments were very intriguing and I hope the committee will hear more information about this 
possible model of filing vacancies. I would like to see the committee continue to seek improvements 
to the appointment process which would address the cycle of appointments in recent years and 
advantage of incumbency when candidates run to fill the vacancy. Thank you. 
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Isaiah St. John: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/16/2016 2:01:03 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Isaiah St. John 

Email 
address 

isaiah.stjohn@gmail.com 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I urge this committee to recommend immediate reform of the Columbus Charter to eliminate the 
discriminatory structure of city council with all at-large seats. We need a ward system so that all 
communities within Columbus are represented in City Hall. It is to the shame of our city that we have 
not already taken this action. 
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Felicia A. Saunders: Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/16/2016 2:13:56 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Felicia A. Saunders 

Email 
address 

easthavencivicblockwatch@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Hello, 
 
I am the President of the Easthaven Civic Association.  I have asked for a Community Recreation 
Center for the southeast side of Columbus for four years.  The Easthaven community has a 
neighborhood park located on Weyburn Road with plenty of land around it, the park is also next to 
the Easthaven Elementary school.  I was told four years ago, that it take lots of planning for a new 
center.   
 
1st question:  How much more planning does it take to get a community recreation center in 
Easthaven or in the mall area? 
 
2nd question:  I put in a request three years ago for sidewalks for Petzinger Road, starting at 
Wadsworth to Courtright Road.  When will the community see that development? 
 
3rd question:  We have had a drug house at 2346 Weyburn Road for over four years.  It has been hit 
by SWAT last year but it is still in operation, the dealers are walking down to our park (where our 
children play) to sell their drugs.  Now we have more drug houses trying to start up in Easthaven. 
What is it going to take to get this house shut down? 
 
4th question:  What is the city dumping at Westfall located on Petzinger Road?  I will provide you 
with a letter from one of our neighbors that live in the area at the meeting tomorrow. 
 
Other concerns: 
Easthaven Elementary school needs a new building or at less air conditioning in the school.  Will the 
City repair curves in our community.  All children will not go to college, could the city develop more 
trade and vocational training?   
 
Thank you for the neighborhood police safety cameras coming to the eastside of Columbus, I look 
forward to there arrival. 
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William Schuck: Schuck testimony for 11/17/16 
 
From: W [mailto:ws091@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 1:37 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Schuck testimony for 11/17/16 

 

My testimony to the City Council Review Commission on 11/17/16 is attached.  Reminder: I will 
not be able to arrive before 7:30 pm. 

 

William Schuck 
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Attachment: Schuck Testimony-11.17.16 

 
COLUMBUS CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION 

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM SCHUCK 
NOVEMBER 17, 2016 

 
                                                                                                                                                                
            Thank you for serving on this Commission and for the opportunity to present suggestions 

regarding City Council. 

I am William Schuck, a resident of Northwest Columbus for 32 years.  I previously served 

on the Columbus Development Commission, was on the Board of the Northwest Civic 

Association, and represented portions of Columbus in the Ohio House of Representatives for         

14 years.  This does not make me an "expert", but provides some familiarity with the City,         

some of its neighborhoods and how Council serves them, and the dynamics of representing         

more than 100,000 constituents.   I am appearing as an individual citizen interested in 

improving       City governance, and do not represent any other person or organization.   

                                                    Look to the Future 

This Commission can help Columbus meet challenges it will face in coming decades          

by recommending a Charter revision for a larger, hybrid City Council.    

The City has grown too big and complex for at-large Council members to know a 

meaningful proportion of their constituents or intimately know neighborhood needs.  Not far 

from where I live, school children walk in a busy street because there is no sidewalk.  I recall              

a recent member of City Council asking, "Where is Don Scott Airport?"  All areas of the City 

need proper attention to be safe, prosperous, and attractive.  



 

   

Diversity makes the City more dynamic and resilient; the same is true of City Council.  

Making City Council more inclusive through district representation can give residents a greater 

sense of being represented personally.  A more personal "stake" in the City will enhance citizen 

participation.  

                                                    Council Structure 

The key to making a hybrid Council work is to balance competing considerations:  

(a) a Council big enough to include districts vs. not so big that it invites gridlock or creates 

excessive costs; (b) districts small enough that representatives can know a significant 

proportion of constituents vs. districts large enough that they are not dominated by parochial 

concerns; (c) a global perspective (at-large) vs. local/regional needs (districts).  

The arrangements that best achieve this balance are: (a) 13 members, with 7 at-large and     

6 districts; or (b) 11 members, with 6 at-large and 5 districts.  This would move Columbus from 

one of the smallest Councils among large cities to the mean (a majority of U.S. cities with a 

population of 700,000 to 1,000,000 have 11 or 13 Council members).  The initial target 

population of districts (approximately172,000 for 5 districts or 143,000 for 6 districts) is large 

enough to ensure substantial diversity and small enough that a district representative can know     

a significant percentage of his/her constituents and their concerns.   

A smaller district population (6 districts) would enable district representatives to be           

closer to their constituents, and this consideration will increase in importance as the City grows. 



 

Also, adding 6 districts would not require a change in the existing at-large seats.  However,  a 

larger population (5 districts) may better accommodate various apportionment factors.  Either 

alternative could workd and would be an improvement over the current Council structure. 

                                                     Global Outlook 

There is a concern that district representatives may be overly parochial or engage in          

vote swapping ("you support my local project and I'll support yours").  The following elements 

would tilt Council toward a holistic perspective:  

●    Require a majority of Council members  (6/11 or 7/13) to be elected at-large.   

●   Require the Council President and President Pro Tem to be at-large members. 

●    Prioritize local projects according to objective criteria, similar to the Ohio Public 

Works Commission. 

●    Adopt an "anti-logrolling" rule comparable to the Single Subject provision of             

the Ohio Constitution (Art. II Sect. 15(D) requires a reasonable relationship between subjects           

in legislation that is not an appropriation measure).  Courts invalidate legislation on this basis 

only if there a "manifestly gross and fraudulent" violation of the rule, so legislative bodies           

have extremely wide latitude in dealing with various issues in one piece of legislation. 

                                                           Apportionment Process 

Boundaries of Council districts should be drawn to serve the community, not promote           

the interests of candidates, incumbents, political parties, or special interests.  The following       

would provide an objective, transparent, non/multi-partisan apportionment process:    



 

●   Have the Mayor appoint an Apportionment Board comprised of Columbus voters with 

demonstrated knowledge of and commitment to the City.  Require the Board to have political, 

demographic, and geographic balance.  Exclude from the Board public officials (except Notaries  

 

and military),  City employees, contractors, and lobbyists.  Authorize the Board to retain expert 

assistance with legal and technical aspects of apportionment.   Disband the Board when its job         

is done (appoint a new Board for each decennial reapportionment).  

●   Make the Board's apportionment software available to the public.  Hold several  

hearings at times and places convenient to the public.  Invite members of the public to submit 

apportionment plans.  Evaluate proposals from the public and the Board according to the 

criteria below and submit up to 5 of the best plans to City Council, which would enact one of 

them. 

●   Apportionment should use federal census data, prevent Gerrymandering, and comply 

with Federal law.  Require districts to be approximately equal in population (+/-5%) and  have 

boundaries that are compact and contiguous, do not divide a precinct, do not divide a ward 

more than once, do not consider the political affiliation of residents, and do not consider  the 

political affiliation or residence of  incumbents or candidates.    

Area Commissions and civic associations that perform comparable functions play an 

important role in the City, and some traditional neighborhoods have a strong sense of identity.  

An argument can be made that these areas should be kept intact in drawing Council district 

boundaries.  However, this may run counter to other apportionment criteria (districts as close 

in population as possible, using existing wards and precincts, and compliance with federal law).   



 

Also, it can be argued that dividing a neighborhood between two districts increases the 

neighborhood's representation on Council.  Rather than making this an apportionment 

requirement, it may be better to make it a goal (keep such areas intact to the extent 

practicable).  Reasonable minds can differ; this question should be thoroughly studied and 

debated to determine the community's wishes and what is doable. 

 It has been suggested that voters should be able to review Council district maps before 

a charter amendment goes on the ballot.  This lacks merit for two reasons: (a) district maps do 

not belong in the Charter; (b) the maps would either be hypothetical (mere possibilities) or 

arbitrary (drawn by a few self-selected individuals).   A better approach is to adopt a permanent 

apportionment process as discussed above, and let the best maps emerge through competition. 

                                                        Timetable 

Place the proposed Charter amendment on the ballot in November 2017, to go into 

effect  

for Council races in 2019 and the Council seated in 2020.  This will provide ample time for legal  

and technical review, public debate, and implementation.                                                   

                                                  Historical Concerns 

Certain concerns have arisen in previous efforts to create Council districts.  Responsible 

reform should address these issues.   

There may be a perception that a small Council comprised solely of at-large members is 

necessary to the City's growth and prosperity.   Many successful large cities (growing economy/ 

population and high performance/satisfaction rating) have a council comprised of 11 or 13 



 

members, some or all of whom are elected from districts.  To the extent that cities with a 

substantially larger council tend to lag, that is not relevant to this proposal.  

Safeguards against parochialism and vote-swapping are discussed above.     

It has been argued that a voter who may be subject to taxation should be able to vote             

for or against all elected representatives who can vote to impose the tax.  This rationale is 

sound,      

but goes only so far.  Each member of the General Assembly can vote to impose taxes, but a 

voter can vote for only one State Representative and one State Senator.  This is how republican 

government works when there is a large number of citizens.  The target population of a Council           

district would be somewhat greater than a State House district (approximately 118,000), so the 

proposed arrangement is not novel.  Requiring a majority of Council to be at-large members 

helps mitigate this concern.     

One may ask why Council districts should be considered when voters have previously 

them, including overwhelmingly just a few months ago.   The answer is twofold:   

●   The City has grown and changed significantly since the last time (1968) voters 

considered a proposal with (some) features similar to this proposal.  

●   The recent ballot initiative was deeply flawed and did not offer workable reform.  

Presentation at a special election fostered low voter participation.  Debate took on a strained 

quality and most voters chose not to register their opinion.  As a result, I do not believe that 

election accurately measured the considered views of most Columbus voters.  A thoughtful 

proposal and healthy debate might, or might not, produce a different result; the only way to           

find out is to give voters a fair opportunity to pass judgment.                                                       



 

                                                                       Conclusion 

This Commission can help City Council become more inclusive by recommending                 

a hybrid Council with 11 members (6 at-large and 5 districts) or 13 members (7 at-large and             

6 districts).  That will help Council meet the challenges of coming decades by being more 

diverse and responsive to neighborhood s.       

The keys to making a hybrid Council work are balance (a Goldilocks approach  – "not too 

be big and not too small, just right"); promotion of a global perspective; and an objective, 

transparent apportionment process that is as non-political as practicable and invites public 

participation.   I believe this  proposal meets these goals in principle; some details remain to be 

worked out and it is probable that improvements can be made, but perhaps it can serve as a 

starting point. 

Should this Commission decide not to advance a particular hybrid Council plan at this 

stage, I encourage support for a process to develop one or more alternatives and place it/them       

before City leaders and the public for evaluation.  

Thank you for your consideration.  I am happy to take questions.  

                                                               # # # 

 

  



 

Sandy Bolzenius: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/16/2016 3:54:56 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Sandy Bolzenius 

Email 
address 

bolzenius.2@osu.edu 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 
My name is Sandy Bolzenius. My address is 88 West Blake Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 43202. I am a 
member of the Columbus Community Bill of Rights. I will be speaking on Thursday, November 17 
about protecting our water, soil, and air from fracking waste. Thank you for this opportunity.  

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from bolzenius.2@osu.edu on 11/16/2016 3:54:56 PM. 
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Alex Kass: Speaking at tomorrow's Charter Review Committee Meeting 
 
From: Alex Kass [mailto:alex@democraticvoices.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 4:00 PM 
To: Charter 
Cc: Michael Branche Jr.; kleft06@gmail.com; Michael Stinziano 
Subject: Speaking at tomorrow's Charter Review Committee Meeting 
 
Hello! 

I'm writing on behalf of the Franklin County Youth Council to request that one or more of the 
youth council members be on the agenda tomorrow to offer public comment at the Charter 
Review Committee meeting. Either Michael Branche Jr. only, or both Michael Branche and 
Kimani Leftridge would speak to the reasons why the committee should recommend the 
inclusion of youth seats on area commissions. 

The Franklin County Youth Council's address is that of United Way of Central Ohio - 360 S. Third 
St., Columbus, OH 43215. 

If the statements are done before noon, one of us will email them over. Otherwise, we will 
bring the requisite copies. 

Please let me know if this is confirmed!  
 
Thanks and see you tomorrow, 

--  
Alexandra Kass 
Executive Director, Democratic Voices 
(614) 403-1717 
@AKtweets4 @demVoices 
demVoices on Facebook 
  

mailto:alex@democraticvoices.com
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Joseph Sommer: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/17/2016 11:24:06 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Joseph Sommer 

Email 
address 

jcsommer@aol.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Charter Review Committee: 
 
I'd like to share with you an experience I had several years ago. It contributed to concerns I have 
about Columbus City Council's operations. And I think it points to some of the reforms needed for 
those operations. 
 
The incident occurred at a political event in Columbus. The persons at a table with me included then-
City Council Member Eileen Paley and Council's then-Communications Director John Ivanic. I asked 
Ms. Paley some questions about whether, as a Council Member, she would support city funding to 
restore a particular public service. She replied that she didn't know the answers to my questions. Mr. 
Ivanic jumped into our discussion and told her twice in an authoritative tone: "The answer is no."  
 
I was bothered by that exchange. Mr. Ivanic had not been elected to public office. But he was 
dictating to an elected City Council Member what her position is on a city issue. His attitude clearly 
was that Ms. Paley didn't need to think about the issue, research it, consider what I thought about it, 
or look into what other constituents might think. In his view, all she needed to know was that he, as 
Council's spokesman who reported to the Council President, had told her what her position is. And 
she apparently had no objection to this treatment.   
 
Within a few days after witnessing that exchange, I sent an email to Ms. Paley about it, and I copied 
the offices of the other Council Members and Mr. Ivanic. No response was provided to me, even 
though I was expressing a very serious concern about how Council operates. I still have the email, if 
you would like to see it.  
 
In trying to understand on my own what was going on at the table, I note three factors that not 
only applied to Ms. Paley's situation but also normally apply to the other Council Members. First, 
she was initially appointed to City Council by the Council President and other Council Members, not 
elected by the voters. Second, in subsequently running to retain the office, she received a significant 
amount of her campaign funds from the Council President's PAC (reportedly 52% in one campaign). 
Third, as shown in several of the countywide political races this year, the Council President 
apparently has much influence over who will be endorsed by the Franklin County Democratic Party 
and thus appear on its sample ballot - which can make or break a person's political career. That all 
amounts to immense power the Council President has over the Members' political futures.  
 
With the Council President possessing so much leverage over the Members, it's not surprising that 
there's almost no debate on issues that come before Council (even on issues that are highly 

mailto:jcsommer@aol.com


 

Field Value 

controversial among the public), almost all of Council's votes are 7-0 in favor of whatever the Council 
President wants, and Council's Communications Director felt he could publicly dictate to a Member 
what her position is on an issue. But having Council Members who are mere puppets of the Council 
President - rather than free persons who objectively think for themselves and listen to their 
constituents - is obviously inconsistent with how American democracy is supposed to operate. And as 
the old saying goes, if two people always agree, one of them is unnecessary.   
 
To help correct this situation, I hope the Charter Review Committee looks for ways to help make the 
Council Members less reliant on the Council President and his PAC for the attainment and retention 
of their offices. It seems that if some Council candidates ran in districts, this would reduce 
their campaign costs and their need to rely on the Council President for financial and other support. 
Moreover, campaign finance reform (including public funding of Council campaigns) could also help 
lessen the candidates' need to turn to the Council President for funding. Both of these steps would 
likely make the Council Members more independent of the Council President, increase their ability to 
think for themselves, and allow them to give stronger consideration to the views of their 
constituents. 
 
Perhaps those results are a reason why virtually all other large American cities include some form of 
district representation on their city councils. And it may be why some progressive cities (including 
Seattle recently) have instituted campaign finance reform. These features of city governments 
appear to be "best practices."   
 
Thank you for considering this information. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Joseph Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court 
Columbus, OH 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell)                 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from jcsommer@aol.com on 11/17/2016 11:24:06 AM. 
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Reverend Charles Wilson: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/17/2016 3:50:52 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name the Rev'd Charles Wilson 

Email 
address 

stphilrector@gmail.com 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Hello,  
 
I am thankful that this process is underway. I support changing the structure of City Council's current 
configuration and hope the end process moves us into ward seats for Council.  
 
By doing this, I feel there would be greater direct accountability of council members to their 
constituents, but also accountability for the neighborhoods as to the city as a whole. Currently there 
is no end point for accountability or clear understanding of who is in charge.  
 
Thank you and I would appreciate the opportunity to participate in these discussion as you move 
forward.  
 
Peace.  
 
Charles Wilson + 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from stphilrector@gmail.com on 11/17/2016 3:50:52 PM. 
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C. Sunny Martin: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/17/2016 4:29:50 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name C. Sunny Martin 

Email 
address 

Sunny@csunnymartin.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

For a significant amount of years Columbus City Council along with the Franklin County Democratic 
Party has been actively engaged in the disenfranchisement of the citizens of The City of Columbus. At 
issue is the practice of appointing individuals who are lock-step inline with the Democrat Party 
leadership. By the prearranged shuffling, vetting and/ or appointment of those hand picked by 
Democrat Party leadership it circumvents the input from the voting public to elect others of 
independent thought!  
 
In my honest opinion, the City of Columbus' Mayor's office, the Columbus City Council, along with the 
Franklin County Democratic Party have been operating much like a cartel, advancing a co-horted 
agenda without much input from the citizens.  Additionally, all running for office and receiving the 
endorsement and financial funding of the party! 
 
C. Sunny Martin 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from Sunny@csunnymartin.com on 11/17/2016 4:29:50 PM. 
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Denise Benning: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/17/2016 6:33:43 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Denise Benning 

Email 
address 

neasy4@yahoo.com 

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 
We do not sanction discrimination in Columbus, and it is incumbent upon this group to recommend 
immediate change.  When will there be change and not just conversation? 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from neasy4@yahoo.com on 11/17/2016 6:33:43 PM. 
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Amy Harkins: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/18/2016 9:58:41 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Amy Harkins 

Email 
address 

Amy.harkins@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I would like to share my support of the 7 District plan for the charter review committee's 
consideration. I think it is important to have local representation in our neighborhoods that is 
publicly elected and representative of the neighborhood's demographics.  
 
In a diverse, progressive city, we are woefully behind the times in this regard.  

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from Amy.harkins@gmail.com on 11/18/2016 9:58:41 PM. 
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Julie Eichorn: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/19/2016 1:25:13 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Julie Eichorn 

Email 
address 

jeichorn0531@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I am very much in support of council districts or wards. I am a former ward councilwoman from 
another city. I feel that the ward or district breakdown results in fairer and more accurate 
representation across the city. 
 
We have folks who are not represented at all on our current council and areas of town that are not 
represented. This has resulted in neighborhoods being left behind for improvements and economic 
development  
 
Also our current system of appointments to council is grossly unfair as you can pick who will be 
selected based on whose inner circle the candidate belongs. 
 
Our current system does not work, it does not represent the entire citizenry of Columbus and 
should be changed. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from jeichorn0531@gmail.com on 11/19/2016 1:25:13 PM. 
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Erik Clarke: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 11/23/2016 11:23:40 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Erik Clarke 

Email 
address 

ErikClarke50@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

First of all thank you for all of your hard work on this committee; I believe what you're doing is of the 
utmost importance in uniting our communities and ensuring that our local government continues to 
function at it's most effective level.  
 
I wanted to offer a public comment to you advocating that you find a balanced approach as you 
provide a recommendation to the mayor, city council, and the voters of Columbus. The scope of city 
council is reasonably large and I can imagine a challenge for existing members of council to keep up 
with community challenges and opportunities. For this reason, I hope you will consider adding 
additional seats to city council. An expansive ward map may, however, pose additional challenges to 
the business of city council through complexities in setting the boundaries of the map, expanding the 
map according to population, or detailed rules as to how the map would change over a period of 
time or conditions.  
 
I hope you will consider either a small set of wards [four?] or adding additional at-large positions to 
city council- if that is the course of action you take.  
 
I wish you luck as you wrap up your charter review and hope you take into consideration the success 
and long-term stability of our existing system as you form your recommendations.  
 
Best, 
Erik Clarke 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from ErikClarke50@gmail.com on 11/23/2016 11:23:40 AM. 
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Kalitha Williams: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 12/9/2016 1:54:56 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Kalitha Williams 

Email 
address 

kalithawilliams@hotmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Where are the comments that were offered by members of the public?  They are referenced in the 
minutes, but I cannot find them on the website..   
 
 
If possible email me all of the presentations and public comments 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from kalithawilliams@hotmail.com on 12/9/2016 1:54:56 PM. 
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Joseph Sommer: Professor Tokaji's Nov. 17 presentation 

 

From: jcsommer@aol.com [mailto:jcsommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 05, 2016 12:12 PM 
To: Charter 
Cc: Cox, Joshua T.; tokaji.1@osu.edu 
Subject: Professor Tokaji's Nov. 17 presentation 
 
Charter Review Committee:  
  
I attended your Nov. 17 meeting and reviewed the video of Professor Daniel Tokaji's presentation, which I 
appreciated. He prefaced his remarks by saying he had been asked to speak "about the federal law constraints on 
redistricting." He said he would therefore address "four different kinds of federal law claims that . . . sometimes 
are used to challenge redistricting plans at the local level as well as at the state and federal level." 
  
Information about those federal claims is certainly helpful to the Committee's considerations. But I don't think it 
goes far enough. Also relevant to the Committee's decisions are the likelihood such claims would be made against 
Columbus and how difficult avoiding them would be if Columbus were to add district representation to City 
Council. Because those matters involve facts specific to Columbus, perhaps the City Attorney's Office is the best 
one to address them. As a Columbus resident and an attorney, however, I would like to make the following 
comments about them. 
  

The four federal claims 

  

One person, one vote 

  
One of the possible claims that Professor Tokaji addressed involved the "one person, one vote" requirement under 
the Equal Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution. As he explained, it requires districts to be drawn to include 
approximately equal populations. It also requires the lines to be modified after each decennial census so that 
the districts continue having approximately equal populations. Professor Tokaji said the courts generally allow 
districts to deviate in population size by no more than 10%. Thus, if the districts are drawn such that their sizes 
accord with what the courts have directed, there should be virtually no chance of this type of federal claim being 
brought against Columbus.  
  

Partisan gerrymandering 

  
Another possible claim that Professor Tokaji discussed was partisan gerrymandering, i.e., the drawing of districts to 
favor a certain political party. In the professor's 2013 book Election Law in a Nutshell, pages 69 to 76 discuss a 
number of factors that can be taken into account in drawing districts. Some of the factors are sometimes set forth 
in laws on the subject. Professor Tokaji explains on page 75: "Supreme Court precedent requires federal courts to 
respect state law regarding the criteria to be used in drawing district lines."   
  
As for the likelihood of a successful legal challenge based on partisan gerrymandering, Professor Tokaji indicates in 
his book, as he did in his talk, that the judicial decisions are confusing. Then he says on page 92: "Whatever the 
current law on the subject, most commentators believe it unlikely that the Supreme Court, as currently 
constituted, will hold any plan to be an unconstitutional partisan gerrymander. While technically leaving the door 
open to such claims, it is unlikely to allow anyone to pass through."  
  
Thus, a legal challenge on this basis also appears to have little chance of success. The possibility of a challenge 
being brought could be reduced even more - and probably eliminated - by having the law contain requirements 

mailto:jcsommer@aol.com
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preventing partisan gerrymandering when district lines are drawn. A number of jurisdictions around the country 
have such requirements.  
  

Minority vote-dilution and racial gerrymandering  

  
The other two possible federal claims discussed by Professor Tokaji were minority vote-dilution claims under the 
Voting Rights Act and racial-gerrymandering claims under the Equal Protection Clause. Regarding minority vote-
dilution, Professor Tokaji explained that Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act, as amended in 1982, prohibits district 
lines from being drawn such that a discriminatory result based on race occurs. Section 2 says whether a violation 
occurred is decided "on the totality of circumstances."    
  
As for racial-gerrymandering claims under the Equal Protection Clause, Professor Tokaji indicated that race can be 
the predominant factor in drawing district lines only if narrowly tailored to serve a compelling interest. Otherwise, 
the use of race as the predominant factor violates the Equal Protection Clause, which guarantees "the equal 
protection of the laws."  
  
Chapter 6 of Professor Tokaji's book discusses both minority vote-dilution and racial-gerrymandering claims. The 
final two paragraphs of the chapter provide possible guidance on how the claims can be avoided. He says on page 
146: "So long as a state or locality can point to a non-racial, political justification for drawing lines, it is likely to 
prevail." He adds that although race may sometimes need to be considered to avoid violating the Voting Rights 
Act, government may not go too far in drawing lines based on racial considerations. 
  
The U.S. Department of Justice's website gives additional information about the interplay between the Voting 
Rights Act and the Equal Protection Clause in drawing district lines. The DOJ states: "While it remains legally 
permissible for jurisdictions to take race into account when drawing election districts, the Supreme Court has held 
that the Constitution requires a strong justification if racial considerations predominate over traditional districting 
principles. One such justification may be the need to remedy a violation of Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act. 
While such a remedy may include election district boundaries that compromise traditional districting principles, 
such districts must be drawn where the Section 2 violation occurs and must not compromise traditional 
principles more than is necessary to remedy the violation."   
  
In view of the information from Professor Tokaji and the DOJ on minority vote-dilution and racial-gerrymandering 
claims, district lines should be legally valid if "traditional districting principles" are used in drawing them and a 
"non-racial, political justification" for them can be shown. For race to be allowed as the predominant factor in 
drawing district lines, there would have to be a compelling interest such as a need to remedy a finding of racial 
discrimination. And the departure from normal districting principles could be no greater than necessary to serve 
the compelling interest.  
  
It appears that with appropriate governing provisions placed in the law and adequate legal advice, Columbus could 
draw district lines such that the likelihood of federal challenges on these two grounds would also be extremely 
low.   
  

Federal lawsuits are not a problem for numerous other cities having district elections 

  
Other local governments in Ohio have apparently been drawing district lines without incurring federal challenges. 
In response to a Committee Member's question about whether Ohio municipalities or counties have had federal 
claims made concerning their district lines, Professor Tokaji identified the only one he knew of as Euclid. He said 
strong evidence of racial polarization existed in that city, and the successful lawsuit was brought by the DOJ. With 
many other Ohio local governments seemingly avoiding the lawsuits, Columbus should be able to do the same. 
  
If there is still concern about federal lawsuits, the Committee might want to have its researchers examine how 
often cities in Ohio and across the country have been sued over the drawing of district lines. Nationwide, 48 of the 



 

50 largest U.S. cities must redraw their city council districts every 10 years. It would be interesting to know the 
number that have been subjected to any of the four federal claims. And for the ones that have avoided lawsuits, or 
a sample of those cities, it could be helpful to know their procedures for doing so.  
  

Conclusion 

  
In the absence of a showing that Columbus is unable to draw district lines in a manner that many other cities have 
apparently done without being sued, these federal lawsuits appear highly unlikely to be brought if the city were to 
adopt council districts. They thus may warrant little weight in the Committee's evaluation of districts. Additionally, 
the possibility of federal challenges could be reduced even more by placing in the law the appropriate factors that 
should and should not be considered by the body drawing the districts, by ensuring that the body has appropriate 
legal counsel available, and by making the body nonpartisan. 
  
As I mentioned above, the Committee may want to consult with the City Attorney's Office about these matters. I 
have copied Joshua Cox, the Chief Counsel in that Office, on this email. I have also copied Professor Tokaji in case 
he has additional comments. 
  
Thank you for your work and for considering my views. 
  
Joseph Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court 
Columbus, OH 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell) 

  



 

Jonathan Beard: Info for charter committee 
 

From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2016 11:10 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Info for charter committee 
 
Please see attached Fact Sheets from Columbus Coalition for Responsive Government, 
prepared in 2011. Thank you. 
 
- Jon Beard 
614-395-1946 
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Attachment: A History and Perspectives On Columbus City Council

 



 



 



 

  



 

Attachment: Voices From the Past 



 

 



 

Will Petrik: why a modern city council would give people and neighborhoods a 
stronger voice at City Hall 
 
From: Will Petrik [mailto:will.petrik@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2016 11:25 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: why a modern city council would give people and neighborhoods a stronger voice at 
City Hall 
 
Dear Columbus Charter Review Committee, 
 
My name is Will Petrik, and I am a member of Yes We Can Columbus.  
 
Columbus is a tale of two cities. One Columbus thrives with access to good jobs and 
opportunities. The other Columbus has one of the highest infant mortality rates in the country, 
while 1 out of 5 children are food insecure.  

Columbus is the only city among the top 25 without district representation. That means each 
City Council member represents the entire city of Columbus - over 200 neighborhoods and 
nearly 850,000 residents. The system isn’t set up to represent neighborhoods, and everyday 
people and communities aren't being heard.  

I'm writing to share a number of articles that I found in my research about the strengths of 
council districts and hybrid council systems (a mix of council districts and at-large council 
members) 

I found that a modern City Council system with a mix of council districts and at-large council 
members will give more everyday people and neighborhoods a stronger voice at City Hall. 
Here's how: 

The Impact 

 More accountability: District council members will be more accountable for results in 
the neighborhoods they serve (http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/guest-what-
seattle-city-council-district-elections-will-bring/). 

 Better public services: Neighborhood services will be stronger and more responsive. 
 Increased access to services: Residents of Columbus would be able to call an office 

responsible for their neighborhood and responsive to specific neighborhood concerns – 
whether it’s a broken streetlight, a dangerous pothole, a barrage of burglaries, or 
neighborhood violence (http://www.sfgate.com/politics/article/Why-district-elections-
3197988.php). 

 A stronger voice for neighborhoods: Neighborhood Area Commissions, civic 
associations and other neighborhood groups will be in a stronger position lift up the 
needs of their community and hold their representative accountable 
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(http://www.yeswecancolumbus.org/we_can_give_every_neighborhood_a_voice_in_co
lumbus). 

 Increased diversity: More communities will be at the table and directly represented. 
More creative ideas will emerge through a diverse group of new leaders. 

 Increased participation: Voting by geographic locale lowers the barrier to run for office 
and encourages more people to launch campaigns 
(http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/candidates-who-filed-to-run-in-
key-area-races/). 

We need to come together to transform our political system to make sure our council members 
focus on families and neighborhoods rather than lobbyists and wealthy donors. 

- Will 

Will Petrik 
Organizer, Yes We Can Columbus 
 
Columbus Resident 
350 East Tompkins, Unit B 
Columbus, OH 43202 
 
-- 
 
Will Petrik 
 
I believe in: people | community | social justice | love | the creative process 
What do you believe in? 
 
Cell: (614) 507-8941 
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Will Petrik: council district research from City of Seattle, Office of City Auditor 
 
From: Will Petrik [mailto:will.petrik@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2016 11:58 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: council district research from City of Seattle, Office of City Auditor 
 
Dear Columbus Charter Review Committee, 
 
In my previous email, I referred to an op-ed in the Seattle Times 
(http://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/guest-what-seattle-city-council-district-elections-will-
bring/). 

The op-ed mentioned a study commissioned by Seattle regarding districting vs. at-large 
elections. I reached out to the office of City Council member Tim Burgess who sent me the 
attached document.  

The document outlines research conducted by the City Of Seattle's Office of the City Auditor on 
six cities that elect some or all council members by district.  

They contacted each city and asked them 16 questions that were developed by the 
interdepartmental team for district elections. They received written responses from five city 
council offices and one executive office (Austin City Manager’s Office). They also obtained 
helpful information from the audit offices of two of the cities (i.e., Austin, Oakland). 

Please review for a narrative summary of the key points they learned about these cities, 
followed by a table comparing the responses each city provided to the 16 questions. 
 

- Will  

Will Petrik 
Organizer, Yes We Can Columbus 
 
Columbus Resident 
350 East Tompkins, Unit B 
Columbus, OH 43202 
 
-- 
Will Petrik 
 
I believe in: people | community | social justice | love | the creative process 
What do you believe in? 
Cell: (614) 507-8941 
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Attachment: 2014.04.11 Council Districts Research Summary - final - City of Seattle - 
Office of City Auditor

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

  



 

Will Petrik: research comparing campaign spending for 19 major cities with at-
large, districts 
 
From: Will Petrik [mailto:will.petrik@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 12:14 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: research comparing campaign spending for 19 major cities with at-large, districts 
 
Dear Columbus Charter Review Committee, 
 
This is my last email for the evening. I attached an academic study that I think you will all find of 
interest to the conversation about modernizing our city council system. 
 
This master's thesis from the University of Washington looks at 19 major cities (including 
Columbus) and compares campaign spending for cities with at-large, district, or mixed 
representation.  
 
While campaign spending has gone up in elections everywhere since the Citizens United 
decision from the Supreme Court, the study found that at-large candidates spend $76,000 more 
than district candidates.   
 
The cities studied were Albuquerque, Austin, Baltimore, Boston, Charlotte, Columbus, Denver, 
Detroit, El Paso, Fort Worth, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Louisville, Portland, San 
Francisco, San Jose, Seattle, and Washington, DC.  

In an all at-large system, candidates have to raise enough money to reach an entire city. In a 
council district system, they only have to raise enough to reach that ward. It follows that 
campaign spending would be less overall in a ward system than an all at-large system.  
 
According to the research, many cities that had an at-large system have been changing to a 
ward or mixed system. The research also found that switching to a ward system increased the 
amount of minority representation. 

Thank you all for your service and for carefully considering all of this research.  
 
- Will 
 
-- 
 
Will Petrik 
 
I believe in: people | community | social justice | love | the creative process 
What do you believe in? 
Cell: (614) 507-8941 
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Attachment: Malinowski-Capstone 
 
https://www.uwb.edu/getattachment/policystudies/why-policy-studies/student-
work/malinowski-capstone.pdf 
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Lou Jannazo: Comments on Number & Nature of City Council Reps 
 
From: Ann Laubach and Lou Jannazo [mailto:Jannazo@att.net]  
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 9:28 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Comments on Number & Nature of City Council Reps 
 

December 12, 2016 

Dear Friends, 

First, a complaint. An article in today's Dispatch said there was disappointment with the turnout 
at meetings held to get comments on the expansion of Council to include wards.  My wife and I 
read the Dispatch daily as well as the Booster.  We also have good friends that work for the City 
and are on area councils.  The first we have heard of anyone from the City was seeking 
comments was in today's paper.  The e-mail address for comments was found on page B, 3.  I 
don't know what the City is doing for outreach but I would posit it was darned little.  Learning 
that there is an e-mail address from page B,  3 is not exactly skywriting it at an OSU football 
game. 

Some comments: 

 The current system is so inbred that it is borderline corrupt.  Everybody who runs for 
Council is an incumbent because they are appointed by the rest of the Council before 
they ever face the voters.  As anyone knows, inbreeding leads to a paucity of new 
thinking at best, and idiocy at worst. 

 The current system is not representative.  There are hardly ever any Republicans on 
council because the city-wide nature of the voting makes it hard for the minority to get 
enough votes to get represented.  I am a long time Democrat and I think the City system 
stinks just as bad as the State gerrymandering system that gives Republicans such 
overwhelming majorities in the Ohio House and Senate. This is another facet of how the 
current Council system is inbred, with the inherent dangers inbreeding engenders. 

 The current system is bad for democracy because it raises the bar for people getting into 
local politics.  It is virtually impossible for new blood to gain access to a council seat by 
going out and hitting the pavement to go door to door.  Too many doors involved.  The 
only way for new folks to break into City government is by being taken in by the local 
power brokers as one of their own which of course puts a huge wet blanket on 
innovative folks with new ideas.  The "powers that be" tend to bring clones into the 
system, not folks that have a different point of view. 

 A robust ward system would not undermine area councils. Rather, area councils would 
be the breeding ground for new Council Reps.  With the city-wide system area 
commission people have huge odds stacked against them ever getting into Council. A 
ward system would change that. 
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 In a city-wide system of picking Council people even generally well informed people 
tend to have no idea who the folks on City Council are because there is no direct 
connection to them.  

 In a city-wide system the citizenry has no elected official to call with local issues.  The 
city-wide Council representatives don't have to care about the little old lady's issue with 
garbage collection because they don't need her vote. 

 I would like to see a mix of at-large Council reps and Council reps that are tied to 
particular districts with the majority being Council reps that are tied to districts.  Yes, it 
would be harder to pass legislation but who said that democracy was supposed to be 
easy.  We have 435 US Congressmen and 100 US Senators and we have 99 State 
Representatives and 33 State Senators but there are no movements to cut down on 
those numbers. Seven is too few for Columbus. 

 Wards should be drawn up to include entire area commissions within their boundaries. 
NO GERRYMANDERING LIKE THE STATE DOES WITH ITS REPS AND SENATORS.   

Some requests: 

 Please send me the information that the committee looking at these issues is using as a 
basis for starting conversations with the electorate. 

 Please send me the names of the people on the committee. 
 Please send me any contact addresses the people on the committee are using to get 

public comments if there are such addresses beyond the <charter@columbus.gov> 
address. 

Thanks for listening and for answering my requests. 

Regards, 

Lou Jannazo 

4302 Ingham Avenue 

614-263-6343 
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Timothy Bibler: Charter Committee 
 
From: Timothy Bibler [mailto:northill@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 8:00 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Charter Committee 
 
First, if it's not broke don't fix it.   
 
Regarding changes from at-large to a ward system, it is clear from the vote last summer that people 
across the city do not want a ward system.  
 
My main concern about a ward system is that decisions will be made from the perspective of what 
project can get done in a ward so the ward representative can get reelected, instead of making a 
decision that is best for the city.  
 
I do not believe expanding the number people on city Council will improve the system. Adding more 
people only makes it more difficult for voters to hold individual council members  responsible. 
 
A decision to make a change in the city council make up should not be made based upon what is being 
done in other cities.   Just because someone else is doing something doesn't make it good. If there is 
research that demonstrates that the ward system is better then let's see the research. Absent any such 
research would be making a decision based upon nothing but guesswork. 
 
The position of city Council representative should be a full-time position.  This allows representatives to 
give their full attention to the needs of the city. 
 
Tim Bibler 
772 S. 5th St. 
614-361-6385 
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Susan Emerson: Concerns 
 
From: Susan Emerson [mailto:emerson.susan.k@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 10:10 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Concerns 
 
I live north of I-270 and just East of Route 23, in the City of Columbus but in the area served by 
Worthington City Schools.  Overall I have been happy with city services and with the 
governance of the city.  However, I am writing in response to today's Columbus Dispatch article, 
"Do Columbus residents care how City Council members are elected?" 
 
I honestly don't feel that I know enough to know whether a ward system would be an 
improvement, but I do want to go on record citing my concerns.  Like, apparently, many who 
have voiced opinions already, my very biggest concern is that the current system makes it 
impossible for someone outside the sphere of influence of current council members to get onto 
council. Thirteen years without representation from one of the two major parties is 
absurd.  And while I understand a couple of council members were recently elected without 
being appointed first, one of them was such a well-established politician in our area that I'm not 
sure his election is really indicative of change.  
 
We must find a way to break the current cycle of council members resigning and the existing 
council selecting someone to replace them.  I understand that elections are expensive so I 
understand that special elections aren't a good option, but there has to be a better way!  
 
I will also comment that I do not believe our council has shown much concern for the flavor and 
culture of our current neighborhoods.  The Short North is already a pale shadow of the thriving 
arts district it once was and is on its way to becoming just another bland upscale urban area. 
Clintonville has long been a treasure of Columbus, but increasingly dense development keeps 
getting approved there over the objections of the neighborhood.  I dread seeing what happens 
to the strong sense of community that has existed there for so long as these new projects come 
to fruition. 
 
Just to be clear, I am not opposed to development and I fully understand that the future calls 
for increased density in housing.  I think, for example, that the redevelopment that is occurring 
around Nationwide Children's Hospital is a lovely thing.  I applaud the redevelopment efforts 
that are improving Franklinton.  I have family roots in the Hilltop area and I would love to see 
even more redevelopment there.  But I do think that where there are established 
neighborhoods that are relatively thriving, more respect should be shown to the wishes of 
those who live there. 
 
Finally, I have heard it said that a ward system would make it more difficult to get minority 
representation on Council. That would be a terrible outcome, but I believe that is only the case 
if wards are drawn with intentional ill intent.  Otherwise, I think this city is sufficiently diverse 
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and sufficiently valuing of diversity that we would continue to elect many dedicated and 
strongly qualified minority representatives to leadership positions, as we do today. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to voice my concerns, and Godspeed as you work through the 
process of formulating a recommendation. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Emerson 
248 Pampas Court, 
Columbus, OH  43235 
 
 

   



 

Sue Keller: Charter Review Public Comment  

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 12/12/2016 10:30:46 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Sue Keller 

Email 
address 

skeller792@insight.rr.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

     I found this contact in the Dispatch this morning.  I live on the very southeast side of Columbus. it 
would be impossible for me to get to sawmill rd at 6:00 pm on a work night.  I looked at the calendar 
on this site because I wanted to see what meetings i must have missed in my own SE area.  Nothing 
listed and it also says no meeting for this month. I again feel unrepresented and I want Hardin to 
know that it not easy for a regular citizen to stay informed or let a representative know that there are 
concerns here.  
       I've seen the rise and fall of Eastland, and the rise and fall of Brice and 70 area.  Been to city 
counsel several times to protest inappropriate high density and low end developments in this area.  
The old SE area commission also said no, but at that time Counsel voted it all through just as the 
developer wanted.  No one cared. I don't know the number, but come and drive up and down 
Gender Rd and tell me where are the single family homes?  I only see new apartments going up. 
Where is the Mixed Development?  We are only getting the low end. I gave up for a while but I will 
get to the the next area commission meeting and express my opinion and ask for help.  But they 
don't get to vote!   Who on city counsel cares about what's best for the entire SE area? 
       

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from skeller792@insight.rr.com on 12/12/2016 10:30:46 AM. 
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Joseph Sommer: At-large elections and representation of racial minorities 
 

From: JCSommer@aol.com [mailto:JCSommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2016 2:23 PM 
To: Charter 
Cc: tokaji.1@osu.edu; mcurtin2323@yahoo.com; Cox, Joshua T. 
Subject: At-large elections and representation of racial minorities 
 
Charter Review Committee:  
  
I recently wrote to you about Professor Daniel Tokaji's Nov. 17 presentation that addressed the Committee's 
request for information about possible federal challenges to redistricting plans. My message at several points 

referenced his 2013 book Election Law in a Nutshell. The book also has information on another subject that 

should be considered by the Committee: the tendency of at-large elections to dilute the voting strength of 
minorities, particularly African Americans. Perhaps you may want to have Professor Tokaji or another expert 
address that subject in the future. 
  
At-large elections have often weakened the voting strength of minorities 
  
Chapter 6 of Professor Tokaji's book is titled "Minority Representation" It begins on page 93 by explaining that the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 "ended the system of mass disenfranchisement that had kept southern blacks from 
registering and voting." The discriminatory voting system, which had been in place since the end of the nineteenth 
century, included literacy tests, poll taxes, and other methods of preventing blacks from voting. 
  
Professor Tokaji continues on page 96: "Once African Americans were allowed to vote in the South, attention 
turned to other practices that were used to diminish the strength of their votes - that is, to vote dilution. 

Prominent among the devices used to weaken black voting strength were at-large elections." 

(Emphasis added.) He gives an example of Mississippi changing its state law in 1966 to allow county boards of 
supervisors to be elected at large instead by districts. He says the result was "to keep blacks from electing a 
representative of their choice to county boards."   
  
Those types of discriminatory efforts caused many at-large systems to be found unlawful. The website of 
the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund states: "Since the passage of the Voting Rights Act in 1965, 
numerous at-large systems have been struck down. . . ." It also says: "Fewer and fewer districts still practice at-
large voting. That is because courts and other decision-makers long have recognized that discriminatory methods 
of election, like at-large voting, enhance the discrimination that communities of color experience. . . ."  
  
Beginning on page 118, Professor Tokaji's book explains that the 1982 amendments to Section 2 of the Voting 
Rights Act clarified that both intentional discrimination and discriminatory results are prohibited. This made the 
law an even stronger weapon for striking down at-large election systems. 
  
Professor Tokaji expounds on pages 112-113: "After 1982 . . . Section 2 became a potent means of stopping 
practices used to dilute the votes of racial minorities - most notably, at-large elections. . . ." On page 136, he says 
the changes included "the abolition of many at-large election systems and the creation of majority-minority 
districts from which racial minorities could elect their candidates of choice." Page 137 reports: "The end result . . . 
was a pronounced increase in minority representation after 1990," including at the local levels.   
  
The U.S. Department of Justice's website states: "Most of the cases arising under Section 2 since its enactment 
involved challenges to at-large election schemes." The website also reveals that the cases were not just in the 
South but also in other areas of the country.  
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In sum, U.S. history shows that at-large voting systems have often been used with the intent or result of weakening 
the voting strength of racial minorities. The legal remedy has often been to replace those discriminatory systems 
with district elections.  
  
Based on this history, it seems incumbent on the Committee to consider the effects that Columbus' all at-large City 
Council elections have had on minorities, particularly racial minorities. In the following sections, I point out some 
of the factors I think are relevant to the Committee's consideration.  
  
Columbus City Council elections and minority representation in the city's history 
  
The first African American elected to Columbus City Council was Rev. James Preston Poindexter in 1880, when 
Columbus had a ward system. Rev. Poindexter was elected from the 2nd Ward. 
  
In jarring contrast, as State Representative Michael Curtin explained in his Oct. 13 presentation to the Committee, 
no black was elected to City Council for 55 years after Columbus adopted its all at-large, seven-member City 
Council in 1914.  
  
Rep. Curtin also said that in 1968 Columbus City Council, which was controlled by Democrats 5-2, placed on the 
ballot a proposed Charter Amendment to change City Council's structure to 13 members, with seven elected from 
districts and six elected at large. Democratic Mayor M.E. "Jack" Sensenbrenner supported the effort. A Jan. 12, 
1968 Columbus Dispatch article reported: "One of the aims of the proposal will be to provide representation to the 
Negro minority which now has no voice on the City Council." At that time of the Civil Rights Movement, blacks 
were an important part of Columbus' Democratic coalition, as Rep. Curtin related.   
  
After voters defeated the 1968 proposal 57% to 43%, Democratic City Council Member Jerry O'Shaughnessy said 
part of the opposition may have been due to "a certain amount of white backlash . . . a fear of some whites that 
Negroes would be on council." (Dispatch, May 8, 1968) 
  
The first black elected to the seven-member, all at-large City Council was Dr. John Rosemond in 1969. When 
Council Member Rosemond became the Democratic Party's candidate for mayor in 1975, he led an effort 
to change the Charter to provide for an 11-member City Council, with six members elected from districts and five 
elected at large. The five Democrats on City Council voted to place the proposal on the Nov. 1975 ballot, with 
the two Republican members voting no. The proposal lost at the polls by about 60% to 40%, and Dr. Rosemond 
was soundly defeated in the mayoral race in the same election. 
  
Rep. Curtin noted that in both the 1968 and 1975 elections, the wards supporting the addition of district 
representation to City Council were concentrated in black areas and the OSU area. He also said "there was a strong 
racial divide in the city in both elections."  
  
This history indicates the present at-large election system caused blacks to be kept off Columbus City Council for 
over five decades. During the Civil Rights Movement in the 1960s and into the mid-1970s, white and black leaders 
in the local Democratic Party, along with a substantial percentage of black voters, thought the solution was to add 
district representation to City Council. But they were rebuffed by a majority of the city's white voters.  
  
Minority representation on Columbus City Council in recent years   
  
Currently four of the seven Columbus City Council members are African American. However, all of them were 
initially appointed to Council rather than selected by the voters. For several decades now, that has been the usual 
way for persons to get on Council, whether or not they are members of a minority community. My understanding 
is that Dr. Rosemond remains the only black Democrat who was elected to Council without first being appointed, 
even though the present system is now over 100 years old.  
  



 

Additionally, the Council members normally run for office as a team and with substantial funding from the Council 
president's PAC. When Council decides whether to appoint a minority applicant to an open seat, therefore, it 
would be logical for them to consider - either consciously or subconsciously - whether the applicant is someone 
the big-money donors to the PAC could support. The majority of those big-money donors are likely white.  
  
If that is in fact how the appointment process works - and it's reasonable to assume it probably does work 
that way - the only racial minorities who could get on Council would be, frankly, ones acceptable to some 
extremely rich and influential white people in central Ohio. The preferences of those elites could differ markedly 
from the needs of many others in the city, including economically disadvantaged minorities. The former 
would likely be supportive of candidates favoring the status quo, whereas the latter would be more receptive to 
candidates advocating reform. 
  
This appointment process is likely why complaints have been made that the African Americans appointed to City 
Council have lacked a base of support in the black community and been unresponsive to a number of concerns of 
that community. Moreover, three of the four latest minority appointees have been city employees. They might feel 
more pressure to protect their careers in the city government than fight for the interests of disadvantaged 
segments of the population. 
  
Finally, in response to a question after Professor Tokaji's presentation, he said the current process of appointing, 
instead of electing, minorities to City Council could be one of a number of factors a court would consider in 
deciding whether Columbus' at-large election system violates the Voting Rights Act. Section 2 of the Act says a 
violation occurs if, based on the "totality of circumstances," the challenged voting practice leaves racial minorities 
with "less opportunity than other members of the electorate to participate in the political process and to elect 
representatives of their choice."   
  
Summary and Conclusion 
  
Historically in the U.S., at-large elections have often been used with the intent or effect of weakening the voting 
strength of racial minorities. The results of Columbus' first five decades under the current Charter show that the 
at-large method of electing Council members effectively excluded blacks from election to Council throughout the 
period. During the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s and several years after that, attempts were made to 
remedy the problem by trying to add district representation to Council. Those efforts were turned back by a white 
majority of voters in two racially divided elections in 1968 and 1975. 
  
In recent decades, blacks have served on Council but almost always were initially appointed to the office instead of 
elected. The need to fund their expensive citywide political campaigns may necessitate that they be acceptable to 
a wealthy, mainly white, donor class in order to be selected for Council. After appointment, they run for the office 
with the advantages of incumbency and funding from the donor class. Neither of those advantages is possessed by 
other members of racial minorities interested in running for City Council, regardless of how much support they 
may have in minority communities. This process could mean minorities have less opportunity to "elect 
representatives of their choice." Some argue the process violates Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.  
  
The possibility of a Section 2 challenge to Columbus' at-large election system, and the resulting legal expenses to 
taxpayers, should be considered. Even if such a challenge is not brought, there remain serious questions today - as 
there were in the 1960s and 1970s - about whether minorities are being adequately represented by the at-
large structure of Columbus City Council. Also present are strong concerns about whether minorities could be 
better served by adding district representation to Council, as almost all other large American cities have done. I 
urge the Committee to examine closely these extremely important issues. 
  
Joseph Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court  
Columbus, Ohio 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell) 



 

Nancy Day-Achauer: Charter Review Public Comment  

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 12/13/2016 1:20:34 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Nancy Day-Achauer 

Email address pastor.nancy.d.a@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message I will send my comments for the Dec. 15 meeting in an attachment via email 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from pastor.nancy.d.a@gmail.com on 12/13/2016 1:20:34 PM. 
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Nancy Day-Achauer: Request to Speak at Dec. 15 Meeting 
 
From: Nancy Day-Achauer [mailto:pastor.nancy.d.a@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2016 3:24 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: request to speak at Dec. 15 meeting 
 
I wish to speak briefly at this week's Charter Review Committee Meeting on December 15. My 
remarks are attached.  
 
The Rev. Nancy Day-Achauer 
5951 Lucci's Court 
Columbus, OH 43228 
740-417-0137 
pastor.nancy.d.a@gmail.com 
 
Representing: 
St. Mark's United Methodist Church 
United Westside Coalition 
Westland Area Commission 
 
 
 
 
--  
Nancy Day-Achauer, Pastor 
St. Mark's United Methodist Church 
www.StMarksUMCOH.org 
Pastor.Nancy.D.A@gmail.com 
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Attachment: Day.Achauer Remarks 
 

Remarks for Dec. 15 Charter Review Meeting 
 
The Rev. Nancy Day-Achauer 
5951 Lucci’s Court 
Columbus, OH 43228 
740-417-0137 
Pastor.nancy.d.a@gmail.com 
 
Representing: 
St. Mark’s United Methodist Church 
United Westside Coalition 
Westland Area Commission 
 
 
As a community leader on the Far Westside of Columbus, I am compelled to stress the 
importance of community input in city governance through our Area Commissions. Columbus is 
a large and diverse city whose City Council lacks local representation from all areas of the city. 
In my community, lack of representation has resulted in decades of neglect. Elected officials 
who are unfamiliar with a neighborhood lack the information needed to make informed 
decisions affecting that community. Additionally, this unfamiliarity can lead to 
misunderstandings resulting in neglect or other negative impacts as has happened in my 
community.  
 
Currently, Area Commissions play a non-binding advisory roll in decision making regarding 
zoning and serve as a liaison with the city. We can do much more if given a greater voice. We 
know the needs and cultural context of our communities and can provide input that could help 
create equity of city services and improve economic vitality and quality of life throughout the 
City of Columbus.  
 
The current governance structure of Columbus has left the Westland Area underserved and 
economically depressed and we are not alone. I do not believe that the City of Columbus can 
effectively turn our situation around without a system allowing a form of authentic local 
representation. I implore the Charter Review Committee to institute changes to the charter 
that will incorporate a system of actual local representation in our city governance. We need a 
city government that will work with communities so all neighborhoods can prosper. 
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Emmanuel V. Remy: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 12/15/2016 1:39:37 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Emmanuel V. Remy 

Email 
address 

emmanuel.v.remy@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 
I will be working on my comments this afternoon and will bring them to tonight's meeting.  
Thanks! 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from emmanuel.v.remy@gmail.com on 12/15/2016 1:39:37 PM. 
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Kalitha Williams: Public Comment 
 
From: Kalitha Williams [mailto:kalithawilliams@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2016 5:22 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: public comment 
 
Attached are my comments for the Columbus Charter Review Committee.    
 
Kalitha Williams 
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Attachment: Columbus Charter Review Committee Comments

 



 

 



 

 
 

  



 

Jonathan Beard: Charter Review Information 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2016 5:40 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: charter review information 
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Attachment: Revisiting Our Noncompetitive At Large Field Elections  
 

REVISITING OUR NONCOMPETITIVE AT LARGE FIELD ELECTIONS 
 
Bryan Clark, the leader of the successful, but factually-challenged “One Columbus” campaign in 
opposition to Issue 1, gave a presentation about competitiveness of different electoral systems, 
ending with his conclusion that at large field elections (with multiple candidates, like 
Columbus’s) are more competitive and he specifically stated the average winning margin was 
5.2% over the past two election cycles.  
 
Just like the Issue 1 campaign, Clark’s presentation was partially accurate, and vastly 
misleading.  The winning vote margins are smaller simply because of math – they reflect the 
smaller percentages of votes as a percentage of all ballots cast for council (i.e., 3 or 4 ballots per 
voter), but the absolute vote margins may be identical.   
 
In theory, in a head-to-head race, the winning candidate would receive 50% of the vote, plus 
one.  In a field race for four seats where there are eight candidates and every voter gets four 
votes, a winning margin could be one vote more than 12.5% of the total votes cast.   
 
In the 2015 election, Zach Klein received 18.18%of the vote, Liz Brown 17,55%, Mike Stinziano 
17,44%, and Jaiza Page 15.07%.  Dimitrous Stanley received 12.99%, John Rush 8.47%, Besmira 
Sarrah 5.22% and Ibrahima Sow 4.9%.  While it may be tempting to claim that the margins of 
victory were small: that is, that the margin between lowest vote getting winner (Jaiza Page) and 
the top vote getting losing candidate (Dimitrious Stanley is 3.8% (i.e., 15.07% – 12.99 %), and on 
down the line to the Page – Sow difference of 10.17% (her 15.07% share of the total vote to his  
4.9%), that is an inaccurate and misleading analysis. 
 
 In reality the difference between Page and Stanley was 10,393 votes (her 75,223 votes to his 
64,830 votes ), which is a 16% margin of victory (i.e., equivalent to a 58% – 42% vote, which 
would not be deemed competitive in a head-to-head race).  And on down the line, in fact the 
margin of defeats (from Page) for all the challengers are as follows:  
 

 Stanley lost by 16% [(75,223 – 64,830)/64,830]  

 Rush lost by 78%  (75,223-42,252)/42,252  

 Sharrah lost by 189% (75,223-26,029/26,029) 

 Sow lost by 207% (75,223 - 24,471)/24,471.  

And the margins between winning and losing are even bigger when the higher vote getting 
winners are put into the mix.   
 
Also as shown in the Exhibit A spreadsheet, in the 2013 election, the margins of defeat ranged 
from 39% to 62%, and in 2011, the margins of defeat ranged from 38.8% to 49.7%.  They are 
nowhere near the 5.2% cited by Clark in his presentation.  In short, far from what was claimed 



 

in Mr.Clark’s presentation – where the margins for at large field elections were apparently 
described as percentages of the total vote – Columbus elections are non-competitive, blowout 
elections where most of the losing candidates are nowhere close to gaining a seat. 
 

UNDERVOTING IN COLUMBUS AT LARGE ELECTIONS 
(See Exhibit A spreadsheet and Board of Election vote tallies) 

 
Perhaps the biggest question about the at large field elections is the number and percentage of 
people who cast a Columbus ballot, but do not vote for all councilmembers -  “undervotes.” 
In the 2015 General Election, the number of net undervotes (198,052) was 40% of the number 
of votes cast for the candidates (499,112) in the 8 person field race, and the number of 
undervotes (59,442) was 52% of all votes cast (113,489) in the head-to-head race for the 
unexpired term.   
 
The number of undervotes (198,052) received more than the number of votes of the leading 
candidate (Zach Klein, with 90,716) – meaning more people chose no one, than chose any one 
of the vote-getting candidates.  Because of this, only two winning candidates received votes 
from more than 50%of the voters (Zach Klein – 52% and Elizabeth Brown 50.2%). The other two 
winning candidates received less than 50% of the voters’ votes (Jaiza Page - 43.1% and Michael 
Stinziano - 49.9%) 
 
In the 2013 General Election there were 61,850 undervoes and 203,984 votes cast for the six 
candidates (30%), and in the 2011 General Election there were 243,421 net  undervotes and 
516,089 votes cast for the 8 candidates on the ballot.  Just one of the three winning candidates 
(Priscilla Tyson) got more than 50% of voters to push a button for her, as Eileen Paley got 49.9% 
and Troy Miller got 48.9%) 
 
In the 2011 election where undervotes were 47% of the number of votes cast for council 
candidates, not a single elected council member received the votes of more than half the voters 
(Michelle Mills – 49.7%, Andrew Ginther – 46.5%, Zach Klein – 43.7%, and Hearcel Craig – 
38.8%). 
 
So why is there such a high amount of undervoting when everybody’s name is on the screen?   
 
It is reasonable to believe that a fair number of voters who don’t know anything about the 
candidates in these citywide elections simply don’t vote for people they don’t know. 
 
While some will vote the party slate card without any knowledge of candidates – indeed, that is 
what each of the political parties bank on , and it is quite likely that many people simply vote 
the party slate (endorsement) card – again presuming they know something about the 
candidate based on the national brand of the endorsing party.   
 
If that is so, what is the point of having elections where the majority of voters don’t know 
enough about who is on the ballot to cast a vote for them?  The rationale of being able to vote 



 

for everyone who can impose a tax on each voter is interesting, but the reality is that many 
people don’t know enough about the candidates to feel comfortable casting votes, and the 
majority of those elected are elected without a majority in a situation where securing a 
majority for election should mathematically be the norm. 
  



 

Attachment: 2009 Council Campaign Financing 
 
 

 
 



 

Attachment: 2011 Council Campaign Financing 

 
 



 

Jonathan Beard: Public Comment 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 10:35 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Public comment 
 
Please see the attached file and share it with the committee. Thank you. 
 
-- Jon Beard 
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Attachment: Non Competitive At Large Field Elections 2011-2015

 



 



 

 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

  



 

Jonathan Beard: Public Comment 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 10:34 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Public comment 
 
Please see attached and add to the record, thank you. 
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Attachment: History of Elections to Council 12-16-2016 
 
 

 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

 
  



 

Jonathan Beard: Public Testimony 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 11:16 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Public testimony 
 
Please see my intended written testimony from last night. Thank you. 
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Attachment: Testimony 
 

Written Testimony of Jonathan C. Beard to the 2016 Columbus Charter Review 
Committee (December 15, 2016) 
 
Greetings … 

1. I submitted some charts and tables on-line this afternoon which you 

probably haven’t yet received, but I want to talk about as I start by sharing 

some information and correct the record.  On October 18th you heard a 

presentation saying at large field elections were competitive and the 

average margin between the highest “vote getting loser” and the lowest 

“vote getting winner” was 5.2% over the last two Columbus city council 

elections. 

 
2. That didn’t sound right then, so I went back and checked, and it was not 

right –it was very wrong.  I looked up election results and pulled together a 

spreadsheet with those numbers and submitted them on-line along with 

the BoE vote tallies: 

 
3. In last year’s elections, the winning actual vote margins (i.e., the 

percentage by which the lowest winner, Jaiza Page, beat the nonwinners) 

were by 116%, 148%, 178% and 309%. 

 
4. In 2013, the winning vote margin (Troy Miller over the challengers) were 

164%, 175%, and 271% . 

 
5. In 2011, the winning vote margins were 128%, 134%, 213% and 298%. 

 
6. Why are the races that noncompetitive? – It may be because campaign 

money follows the winners, and challengers don’t have the money to reach 

voters citywide, so nobody knows who they are.   

 



 

a. In 2013, challengers raised less than $17,000, while incumbents 

raised $375,000. If a stamp costs 39 cents, challengers could mail a 

single letter to just about 10% of the Columbus electorate. 

b. In 2011, challengers raised $275,000, but incumbents raised 

$758,000. 

c. But the incumbents themselves are not raising the money – most of 

it is being distributed back to them by in-kind spending on their 

behalf by the party or the council president, which provided 53% of 

incumbent campaign spending in 2009, 73% of incumbent spending 

in the 2011 election, and 70% of all incumbent spending in 2013. 

d. Even the incumbents can’t raise enough money for their own 

elections -- so how can we expect challengers to mount a credible 

campaign? 

 
7. But just as important, when you look at the undervoting – votes that were 

not cast – “None of the Above” came in first place last year, with 198,052 

non votes, compared to the highest candidate (Zach Klein) who had 90,716 

votes.  Voters were twice as likely to not vote for all candidates they could 

select from, then to vote for the winning candidate. 

 
8. And because of the high rate of undervoting – which was 40% of the nearly 

500,000 votes cast for council last year -- only 3 of 12 winning candidates 

dating back to 2011 actually got a vote from the majority of people who 

cast ballots in council races. Last year (2015), 2 members elected received 

votes from a majority, and 2 didn’t. In 2013, 1 got a majority and 2 didn’t.  

In the 2011 election, not a single one of the four elected candidates 

received a majority vote. 

 
9. So people are not crazy in love with our candidates—people probably don’t 

really know the candidates and many are (thankfully) reluctant to use the 

party slate cards passed out at the polls – preferring to think for 

themselves, rather than let party insiders pick their selections. 

 



 

10. This committee is considering dealing with the appointment issue -- where 

only 4 of the last 32 council members have gained their seat by election – I 

submitted on-line a chart tracking the members of council seat, notating 

when they were first elected or appointed, back to 1985. 

 
11. The record shows that every one of the Black Democrats was initially 

appointed to their seat, and then -- as the campaign finance reports show – 

they were kept in office by the council president’s largesse.  In contrast, 

three White candidates and a Black Republican (Jeanette Bradley, Peggy 

Fisher, Mary Ellen O’Shaugnessey, and Elizabeth Brown) have gained their 

seats by election over that time period.   

 
12. So we have a system where Black Democrats must wait around faithfully 

seeking appointment – and many who could be leaders wait around and 

never get selected – and once appointed owe their continued political life 

to the person – the council president -- who led the appointment process 

because they need his money.   

 
13. In 2011, the council president provided 75% of councilwoman Michelle 

Mill’s campaign and 90%of councilman Hearcel Craig’s campaign.  In 2013, 

72% of councilwoman Priscilla Tyson’s campaign and 90% of councilman 

Troy Miller’s campaigns were funded by the council president.  Instead of 

having loyalty to the people of Columbus, our councilmembers have loyalty 

to the party bosses and other politicians, and there is something grossly 

wrong about that picture. 

 
14. I have to think that is why in October, when citizens came to council to talk 

about shootings of unarmed Black men and boys in Columbus, once the 

council president ran away out the back door, shamefully, the Black 

members of council ran away with him.  It was more important to show 

solidarity with the council president and his appointment role and 

campaign money, than to stand with, and listen to, the people who were 



 

coming down to express the community’s pain and who were again asking 

for help. 

 
15. Should councilmembers be full-time? No. The role of a representative body 

is to be intimately familiar with the people they represent – not to draw 

people out of the population and set them apart and give them special 

privileges over us.  If the workload is too heavy – share it –our council is too 

small, which has been recognized since the mid-1950s and reiterated by 

council member M.D. Portman in 1991, which was quoted in Fact Sheets I 

submitted to this committee on-line. 

 
16. Maury Portman, our city’s longest serving councilmember, said "the council 

is going through the motions of trying to represent all of the city … I think 

the city has just grown too big to be represented by seven members. With 

the annexation of a chunk of southern Delaware County, the city is even 

bigger … seven council members for almost 700,000 people is ludicrous. 

We're out of date." 

 
17. So add members to council for sure.  But not members who run in citywide 

elections.  Because of the expense and difficulty of running citywide 

elections, we have only fielded enough candidates for primary elections in 

14 of the last 25 election cycles. 

 
18. Individuals and the parties are making decisions not to run candidates 

based on expense and likelihood of success.  We are losing people who 

want to step up and lead, simply because our system is broken by design.  

When Mr. Rosenberger keeps asking how do we get the best candidates in 

office, certainly the appointment process is not the way – it rewards the 

loyal and those connected to money as shown in a Dispatch article from 

2000 covering the appointment of a successor to Fred Ransier (a Black man, 

who was himself appointed after Mike Coleman, a Black man, left office –

who was himself appointed to the seat left by Ben Espy, a Black man who 

left office … ).  The Dispatch single article addressed so many of the 



 

appointment issues, saying “Boyce appears to have several things in his 

favor, not the least of which are his work for the party at the state and local 

level, his fund-raising capabilities and his Democratic voting record.” 

Candidate Warren Tyler says he was asked “Can you campaign and raise 

money.” The article goes on  to say “All the finalists are black. Traditionally, 

the seat held by Ransier has been held by a black m an, and council 

Democrats in past years have chosen appointment to fit certain 

demographics.” (“Council Seat Warmed for Boyce – Apparent Front-

Runner.” Columbus Dispatch, August 24, 2000. Certainly Columbus 

residents deserve a better consideration of candidates other than hand-

picked by race, party loyalty, and ability to raise money.  

 
19. Columbus now has a Democratic electorate, and that is unlikely to change.  

Black Democrats haven’t shown they can get initially elected to council or 

that they afford to keep the citywide seats they are given when they are 

appointed.  So change isn’t going to come from the Democratic Party – 

because in handpicking our representatives and then winning those seats 

and having Democrats hold all that power, corporate and politician 

campaign money flows to the party.   

 
20. I’m an elected Franklin County Democrat Party Central Committee 

member. This spring I ran for and won election to the Ward 55 seat, hoping 

to be a voice for change from within.  It probably goes without saying that I 

was not the party-endorsed candidate for the seat – but I won.  I see the 

money and power game within the party – we have here a system where 

party operatives file baseless election complaints against citizens circulating 

sample ballots in an effort to retain party control of our elections -- and 

though I have been a lifelong Democrat, I am sickened by it.   

 
21. I am Black before I am a Democrat, and I am ashamed of the party for 

selling out Black Columbus to cling to money and power.  If the party was 

indeed for the people, it would have continued to support a council with a 

majority elected by district, as it did in the 1950s (and as every other big 



 

city does) –  it would not support an at large voting system that the NAACP 

Legal Defense Fund calls “discriminatory,” with the only question being 

whether it is unlawfully discriminatory, which fact can only be decided by a 

judge.  

 
22. Everything is connected.  Black folk on council are all appointed.  But if you 

eliminate the appointment process, then you will likely have no Black faces 

on council to presumably represent Black citizens. 

 
23. So if you change the appointment process, then you have to change the 

format of council—create non-discriminatory methods election methods 

like districts or aggressive campaign financing. 

 
24. Change won’t come from the party in power and it won’t come from the 

politicians, it has to come from the citizens. Frederick Douglass said “power 

concedes nothing without a demand.  It never has. It never will.” 

 
25. You are citizens drawn from the populace and can have a critical role with a 

real voice.  The people of Columbus are ahead of the politicians,but are 

being yoked.  Fifteen years ago a group filed a petition to seeking to enact 

caps on contributions to city campaigns (note: in 1994 voters 

overwhelmingly passed a charter amendment to allow caps,but council 

never enacted legislation to put caps on themselves in place.  There are 

caps at the federal and state levels.  In 2012 and again in 2014 tens of 

thousands of signatures were gathered on petitions to enact real campaign 

finance controls, but council was able to skirt the issue through challenges 

to the petition format).  Power put you in a position to recommend change.  

You don’t have authority to make change, but through the issuance of a 

report people are waiting to see, you do have a commanding moral 

authority, should you chose to summon it.   

 
26. Our current system doesn’t have one or two problems – it has a litany of 

problems.  It is not unlike electoral systems anywhere else in the nation. It 



 

is not surprising that no one shows up for these meetings.  This is just as 

interesting to most people as 11th grade civics class was. To most people, 

the inner working of governance is about as stimulating as watching paint 

dry.  

 
27. And because citizens walk away and leave politicians and their cronies to 

design and then control our political systems, we pay the price with self-

serving, rather than citizen serving systems.  The issues are so big at a 

national level that individual citizens rightfully feel helpless.  But you chose 

to represent us locally as fellow citizens, and you have a chance to do great 

things locally on our behalf. You can design a system that makes sense for 

ordinary people. 

 
28. About 35 years ago I was a summer college intern in then-Cleveland Mayor 

George Voinovich’s office. At a Q & A session with the other interns, I asked 

him about the talk about him running for Governor.  He said, “I can’t worry 

about that.  When you take care of the little things in front of you the big 

things fall into place.”  And that stuck with me. 

 
29. And it resonates with another observation I’ve come to over the years: 

unexpectedly, really big things can happen in little places.  We remember a 

grassy field called Gettysburg, or an uninhabited rock in the middle of the 

Pacific Ocean called Iwo Jima, or the beaches of Normandy – all of which 

are otherwise unremarkable. Like Columbus, they are places like any other 

– but people simply performed the tasks in front of them excellently, and 

without any idea that what they were doing would change the world.   

 
30. We remember that change came about because of the steadfastness of 

ordinary citizens on a bridge from Selma to Montgomery, by school 

children at Central High School in Little Rock, Arkansas, on the front seats of 

a Montgomery public bus, and at a Woolworth’s lunch counter in 

Greensboro, NC. People with integrity make big things happen in little 

places. 



 

 
31. So here you are as citizens in Columbus, working sometimes in the dark on 

an obscure document that hardly anybody pays attention to.  At the same 

time, the issues raised by our little city charter elections – issues about 

citizen representation in a democracy, the role of money in political life, 

and the on-going political disenfranchisement of African Americans – 

resonate throughout the country.  This chance in front of you is as little as 

you make it, or as big as you can dream.   

 
32. You have a chance to lead. Don’t tinker – our electoral systems across the 

country stink – including here in Columbus.  You can help to lead the way 

forward. 

 
33. We hear all kinds of superlatives when community leaders describe 

Columbus.  Show us that “the Columbus way” does not mean that 

Columbus’s Black citizens will forever have to have our every electoral 

choice ratified by White citizens.  

 
34. Show us that you believe Black citizens in Columbus are in fact full citizens 

with equal rights, because you will advocate that we live within an electoral 

system that does not overshadow that voting right with racial hegemony. 

 
35. Do something real. Do this with great integrity, not because you were 

politically appointed and feel a loyalty to that history or appointment. Do 

something that makes a difference – be bold in making recommendations 

to make our elections fair and competitive – to bring power to the people 

as it has been intended in America for 240 years. Don’t sell yourselves 

short, and don’t sell the people out.  Be the citizen voice to state that the 

politicians and their political parties must work for the people – and not the 

other way around -- and be the voice that promotes justice and fairness for 

all of Columbus’s citizens. 

 



 

36. Thank you for your service on this committee representing your fellow 

citizens. Please look out for the documents I will be submitting. 

  



 

Jonathan Beard: NAACP LDF At Large Voting FAQs 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 11:18 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: NAACP LDF At Large Voting FAQs 
 
Please see the attached, submitted to the committee. 
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Attachment: At-Large Voting Frequently Asked Questions - FINAL 
 
 

 



 

Kathleen Henderson: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 12/24/2016 11:57:29 AM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Katthleen Henderson 

Email 
address 

kathleen.henderson@att.net  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 
I do not think the ward system is a good idea. Council seems to work pretty well now. The big 
concern is how council currently fills vacancies when they come up. The voters should be the ones 
who fill those seats, not sitting council members. 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from kathleen.henderson@att.net on 12/24/2016 11:57:29 AM. 
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Joe Sommer: Balancing test for analyzing district vs. at-large council elections 
 
From: jcsommer@aol.com [mailto:jcsommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 4:39 PM 
To: Charter 
Cc: mcurtin2323@yahoo.com 
Subject: Balancing test for analyzing district vs. at-large council elections 
 
Charter Review Committee:  
  
Your Oct. 13 meeting featured a presentation by Rep. Michael Curtin on the history of Columbus' governmental 
structure. He indicated that in comparing district versus at-large city council elections, a good summary of the 

appropriate balancing test is in the 1980 book Columbus, America's Crossroads, by Columbus Citizen Journal 

reporter Betty Garrett and Columbus historian Ed Lentz. I agree and would like to share my views about the 
current state of the factors considered in that test. 
  
According to Rep. Curtin, the book says the 1914 change to the all at-large city council "was supposed to eliminate 
political corruption and ensure that every council person would be responsible to every voter. But it also 
eliminated entire classes of persons from the opportunity to hold office. Many of the poor and ethnic minority 
neighborhoods had representation on the old council simply because candidates could afford to run in a small area 
like a ward. Now, without independent means of support, or the support of a political party, a candidate from one 
of these segments of the population simply could not get elected."  
 
Under this test, the factors to consider are the public's interest in (1) eliminating political corruption, (2) making 
every council person responsible to every voter, and (3) ensuring that many segments of the population are 
represented on council. The book says the change to the all at-large council was "supposed to" promote the first 
two factors. The change went against the third factor, which either wasn't considered at the time or was viewed as 
less important than the other two. I think that under today's conditions, all three factors go against the desirability 
of an all at-large city council. 
  
Eliminating political corruption 
  
As for the claim that council's present structure eliminates political corruption, it's refuted by recent scandals 
involving the city government. The Columbus Dispatch summarized some of the scandals in a July 10, 2016 
editorial.  
  
The editorial said "the whiff of corruption and a pungent cronyism" have swirled around council for years. It noted 
that council’s scandals "have spurred probes by the FBI and the Ohio Ethics Commission." It said the scandals 
included "bribes that a lobbyist funneled to council re-election campaigns" from a government contractor. It said 
the scandals also involved four council members accepting a junket to a Big Ten championship football game from 
the same corrupt lobbyist and another government contractor. It added: "Other capers include council members 
landing high-paying jobs with city-supported nonprofits and handing developers sweetheart deals.”  
  
Many local government officials have declined to criticize the corrupt lobbyist mentioned in the editorial. In 
sentencing him to prison, a federal judge said the lobbyist was covering up the involvement of others in the 
scandals. 
 
Additionally, a city employee recently wrote to me about another apparent conflict of interest in the city 
government. Hopefully the local media will bring that problem to public light soon. Among other things, the person 
wrote: "It's embarrassing sometimes to say you work at Columbus City Hall because of all the ethics scandals."  
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In view of all this, it would be preposterous to claim that the present system eliminates political corruption.  
  
Making council members responsible to every voter 
 
Regarding the claim that the present council structure ensures that every council member is responsible to every 
voter, the members in fact need to be responsive to - or be perceived as responsive to - just over 50% of the voters 
citywide. Council can get away with ignoring and being unresponsive to the rest. The ignored minorities include 
those constituting a substantial percentage of the population in some areas of the city, although being a minority 
citywide.  
 
With district representation, those minorities could elect a representative to council so that they too - and not just 
the citywide majority of citizens - would have representation there. That would move the city further toward the 
ideal of making council responsible to and representative of all segments of the population. 
  
In other words, at-large elections have been criticized for enabling 50% of a city's voters to control all of a city 
council. With district elections, minorities could also select representatives from those areas where they are a 
majority. 
 
Moreover, there are now questions of whether council is responsive to a majority of voters or to the big-money 
interests funding the expensive citywide political campaigns. One recent example is council's decision to use over 
$250 million of public funds to bail out Nationwide Arena and acquire public ownership of it. That corporate 
welfare benefited some extremely wealthy interests in Central Ohio. It was done after local voters had five times 
rejected public ownership of a sports facility. On this issue, council didn't seem responsive to the will of the 
voters but to large corporate interests providing big money for local political campaigns.  
  
In fact, many believe the need to raise substantial funds for the expensive citywide political campaigns is a cause of 
the recent corruption in Columbus' city government. The Redflex scandal, for instance, involved requests for large 
campaign contributions for council members' campaigns before council voted on whether to extend and expand 
Redflex's contract with the city.    
  
Minority groups closed out of the political process 
 

The Columbus, America's Crossroads book says flatly that as a result of the all at-large council structure, 

persons from poor or ethnic minority neighborhoods "simply could not get elected" unless they had "independent 
means of support, or the support of a political party." Such candidates had been able to "afford to run in a small 
area like a ward,"  but were closed out of doing so citywide.   
  
That problem has gotten worse as the city's area and population have expanded and the costs of running citywide 
increased. When the present Charter was adopted in 1914, Columbus had 181,500 residents in 24.5 miles. Today 
the city has about 850,000 residents in 223 square miles. The costs of running a competitive city council race 
against an incumbent have risen to between about $100,000 and $250,000.    
  
These changes mean that persons from poor or minority neighborhoods are even less able to run a citywide 
campaign. They would have more ability to mount a competitive campaign in a district, where the costs of running 
would be less.  
  
Summary and Conclusion 
  
Regarding the three factors that Columbus, America's Crossroads presents for judging at-large versus district 
elections, all three point away from the desirability of an all at-large city council under Columbus' current 
conditions. First, the recent scandals in the city government show that the present structure does not prevent 
corruption, and the possibility of corruption is likely increased by council candidates turning to big-money interests 



 

to fund their expensive citywide campaigns. Second, the present structure makes council more responsive to big-
money donors than to the voters, and enables council to ignore the needs of large population segments who do 
not constitute a citywide majority of voters. Third, the increasingly high costs of running citywide continue to 
prevent citizens who are poor or of average means from seeking office, but they could run a strong grassroots 
campaign in a district.  
 
Also with district elections, candidates would have less need to turn to big-money interests to fund their 
campaigns, would avoid the corruption that can result from depending on those interests for financial support, 
could provide representation to minorities and areas of the city that the present system has been unresponsive to, 
and could speak out against any at-large member who seems more deferential to the big-money interests than 
to the public interest. All that would be in addition to ensuring that each area of the city has a council member 
who is familiar with it and accountable to it.    
 
Because of these considerations, I hope the Committee will recommend that Columbus add district representation 
to city council, as virtually every other large U.S. city has done.  
 
As former Columbus City Council President Maury (M.D.) Portman, who was the city's longest-serving council 
member, told The Dispatch on June 24, 1998: "Seven council members for a city this size is ridiculous, you can't 
possibly be in touch with citizens regularly. You can't rely on your aides completely, and you can't rely on the 
commissions. I feel that the most practical solution would divide the city into districts, and to prevent conflicts, you 
should have a certain number of at-large members to balance it out."      
 
Joe Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court 
Columbus, OH 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell) 

  



 

Joe Sommer: San Francisco's experience with at-large vs. district council 
elections 
 
From: JCSommer@aol.com [mailto:JCSommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2017 1:16 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: San Francisco's experience with at-large vs. district council elections 
 
Charter Review Committee: 
 
I want to make sure you have the attached column from the San Francisco Chronicle. It's also at 
the link below. It describes the positive results that San Francisco experienced by changing from 
an all at-large council to a district-based one. 
  
The column indicates that when San Francisco had council members who were elected only citywide, the city 
government had some of the same problems that many say the Columbus city government now has. That is, 
council members turned to big-money special interests to fund their expensive citywide political campaigns, were 
overly attentive to the wants of those wealthy special interests, and did not show enough concern about or 
responsiveness to the needs of neighborhoods and regular citizens. Moreover, some areas of the city and minority 
groups lacked representation on council.   
 
According to the column, the results of San Francisco's change to district elections were "some of the most 
noteworthy citywide accomplishments in decades." This occurred in regard to health care, education, a living 
wage, infrastructure, and other issues touching every part of the city.     
  
The improvements also included increased access to government by ordinary citizens, a government that is more 
responsive to regular citizens, less influence over government by big-money interests, lower campaign costs for 
running for a council seat, and a council that better reflects the city's diversity.  
 
The column concludes by saying the change produced a council that, unlike the previous one, speaks for all the 
city's neighborhoods and residents. 
  
These benefits are surely why virtually every other large U.S. city has district representation on its city council. 
There seems no reason to think Columbus wouldn't reap similar benefits by adding district representation to its 
council.  
  
As James Mitchell Jr., a district councilperson in Charlotte, NC, told The Dispatch on July 1, 2012: "On our council 
the district reps are much more connected to the citizens. Anyone who says having district reps in a large city is not 
better for the community, well, they just don't want to give up their power." 
  
Joe Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court 
Columbus, OH 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell) 
 
The column is attached and at: http://www.sfgate.com/politics/article/Why-district-elections-3197988.php  
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Jonathan Beard: In Defense of At Large Representation -- The Hybrid Model 
Maximizes Voter Power 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, January 07, 2017 7:58 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: In Defense of At Large Representation -- The Hybrid Model Maximizes Voter Power 
 
Charter Review Commission Members ... 
 
Please see the attached paper by Paul Edelman, who holds joint assignments as a professor of 
Mathematics and a professor of Law at Vanderbilt University, "In Defense of At-Large 
Representation:  A Positive Approach."   
 
In the attached paper, Edelman talks about the concerns of at large voting dilluting minorithy 
voting blocs, but defends the usefulness of having some at-large representation on legislative 
bodies (he was specifically looking at Nashville at the time). 
 
He writes, "As noted earlier, at the federal and state level it has been decided, that whatever 
benefits at-large representation offers are not sufficient to outweigh the  
costs. At the local level, though, no such consensus has emerged. So I begin this paper  
by surveying the putative advantages of at-large representation in order to justify the next  
step of finding the right balance between at-large and single district representation." 
 
In fact, he calculates "The power of an individual voter is maximized when the number of at- 
large representatives is approximately the square root of the total number of representatives." 
 
Thus, voter power is maximized in a 9 or 11 member council when there are 3 at large 
representatives (and 6 or 8 from single member districts).  Voter power is maximized in a 13 or 
15 member council is maximized when there are 4 at large representatives (and 9 or 11 from 
districts). 
 
Thus, if maximizing the power of individual voters is important to the committee, this 
information should be useful to the committee in its deliberations.  
 
Also attached are copies of the Wikipedia pages for Single Member Districts and Plurality At 
Large voting (Columbus's At-Large Field elections).  The description says "the usual result is that 
the largest group wins every seat by electing a slate of candidates, resulting in a landslide,"  and 
"under Block voting, a slate of clones of the top place candidate is guaranteed to win every 
available seat."  As shown in prior evidence I submitted to the committee, these statements 
appear to hold true in Columbus,to the detriment of the city's 28% black population.  Is this the 
model of government we really want? -- perpetual landslides by groups of clone council 
candidates who uniformly dismiss the policy priorities of black Columbus? 

mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com


 

 
We now have an all at-large model of government that is broadly recognized for its dilution of 
minority voting power and of questionable lawfulness if challenged (i.e., by statute unlawful if 
evidence of racially polarized voting is found).   
 
Again, I urge the committee to adopt the more modern form of representation - the hybrid 
model with a mix of at large and district-elected council members which allows for the benefits 
of both models to be incorporated.  Thank you. 
 
- Jonathan C. Beard 
 

  



 

Attachment: In Defense of At-Large Representation

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

  



 

Attachment: Single-member district - Wikipedia 
 

 



 

  
  



 

Attachment: Plurality-at-large voting - Wikipedia 

 



 



 



 



 

 
  



 

Jonathan Beard: Austin's Gentleman's Agreement 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, January 07, 2017 8:22 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Austin's Gentleman's Agreement 
 
Members of the Charter Review Committee ... 
 
As I reviewed the committee's folder of public comments, I did not see copies of information 
related to the all at-large Austin City Council and the "Gentleman's Agreement" by the business 
community to not fund White candidates running against a Hispanic and a Black candidate in 
two of Austin's places, to seek to ensure minority representation on Austin's city council, in 
order to avoid federal legal challenges under Section 2 of the Voting Rights Act.  See the 
attached articles from Austin: 1) The Gentleman's Agreement:  A Relic of Austin's Racist Past, 2) 
The Sordid History of Fair Geographic Representation in Austin, and 3) "What's Left."  And after 
a council district effort was defeated in 2002, Austin voters have since voted in favor of a hybrid 
system that includes at large and district representation. 
 
This invented informal means of perpetuating a racist voting system (the Gentleman's 
Agreement) appears to be replicated in  Columbus's pattern of appointing Democrat Party 
African American members to council and pouring money into their campaigns (as evidenced in 
prior testimony I submitted), when history has shown no African American Democrat has 
initially been elected to council in more than 50 years. 
 
It is time to abandon this discriminatory voting system and move either to all single member 
districts, or to a hybrid system of at large and single member district-elected council 
members.  The goal of uniformity on council is not worth the repressive effect of at large 
elections on our African American population. 
 
-- Jonathan Beard 
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Attachment: The Sordid History of Fair Geographic Representation in Austin 

 



 



 



 



 

 

 



 

Attachment: The “gentlemen’s agreement” - A Relic of Austin’s Racist Past 
 

 



 



 

  



 

Attachment: What's Left - The Texas Observer 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 
  



 

Daniel Woodley: Reasons to add two members on council 
 

From: Daniel Woodley [mailto:danielwoodley33@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 10:40 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Reasons to add two members on council 
 
Dear Charter Review Committee, 
I am writing this letter in hopes of city hall adding two new seats to city council in 2019. 
Columbus is doing extremely well right now, and so is our city government. Our population is 
increasing everyday, and adding two new council members this will continue to help make sure 
that we are equally represented. Our Charter Review committee should continue to listen to 
voters and not make such radical changes to our form of government. Columbus doesn’t need 
to be broken up into wards. What we need is to continue holding our elected office holders 
accountable of their actions and add two new members to council so we can better represent 
our great city of Columbus. 
                Adding two new seats on council will also help to keep our great city accessible and 
responsive to the community’s needs. As a charter review you should continue to support 
keeping council at-large and listening to the will 
of the voters add additional members which will help better represent Columbus, and make 
council be a full time position, instead of part time. 
 
 
--  
- Daniel Woodley Columbus State Community College c/o 2017 Intern in U.S. Senate Page in 
House of Rep. Social Media Strategist for Ryan Koch  
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Michael D. Aaron: Charter Review Testimony by Email 
 

From: Maaron4justice [mailto:maaron4justice@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 8:21 AM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Charter Review Testimony by Email 
 
To: Charter Review Commission, City of Columbus  
From: Michael D. Aaron, Southside Community Leader 
Date: January 11, 2017 
 
Dear Members of the Charter Review Commission, 
 
I would first like to thank you for the time you have dedicated to serving the citizens of 
Columbus as the city looks to update its charter.  I appreciate the countless hours you have 
spent reviewing documents, seeking counsel and taking testimony from residents around the 
city. I am familiar with the issues, having since 2011 followed the the conversation surrounding 
appointments to city council, increasing the number of members of council, etc. and would like 
to have these comments added to the record. 
 
About 12 years ago I considered relocating to another city.  Downtown Columbus was not 
vibrant, in fact it was very sleepy compared to other major cities.  I and many other community 
leaders working in core neighborhoods that surround downtown felt that our voices were not 
being heard and much of the work we were pursuing was being done in vain.  However, over 
the past few years I have marveled at how far our city has come.  We have received numerous 
awards and much recognition for our ingenuity, technological advances both in the public and 
private sectors. Our population continues to increase yearly; transplants from across the world 
are coming to Columbus because of the opportunity our city presents to those willing to take a 
risk, work hard and dream big.  Columbus is working well. Government in Columbus is working 
well.  I have realized that no great advances in society that are to be stable and long term will 
happen over night; such has been the case of our fair city.  Columbus City Council has been 
receptive to the needs of my community, whenever we have needed to have a conversation 
regarding an issue of concern, I have experienced no hurdles to finding a listening ear at City 
Hall.   
 
Voters overwhelmingly decided in 2016 that the purposed changes brought by a segment of 
concerned citizens was not the pathway forward.  I agree that considering our population 
growth to date and the projected growth of population and business development, the size of 
Columbus City Council should increase.  I have placed my name for consideration to a vacancy 
on City Council, having done so in December 2015. Had I been chosen for that seat, I had 
already determined I would work full-time.  I believe full-time public officials are able to be 
much more effective and have the opportunity to meet all the demands that the citizenry 
places upon them.  Having to supplement one's income is a heavy burden and may take the 
focus from the public to one's personal.  I support Columbus City Council members becoming 
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full-time public servants.  Also regarding the vacancy process, I think that it would be beneficial 
for the committee  to find a way for the process to be more open - perhaps public hearings for 
the finalists who are to be considered versus the current in-house meeting/interview with 
Members of Council. There has been much conversation in other cities regarding campaign 
finance reform and limiting the costs of elections or the amount of money a candidate can 
raise, many progressive cities have considered this such as Seattle.  The ability to raise money 
should not limit a citizens ability to have a fair opportunity to contend with incumbents on a 
public platform.  
 
I believe in the ability of this commission to submit outstanding recommendations to city 
leadership.  If our city is as progressive as we believe it to be, as it is purported to be than let us 
bridge the gaps of dissent and formulate a forward thinking and progressive change to the 
Columbus City Charter. 
 
Thank you again for your service.  
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Aaron 
1118 Lilley Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 43206 
614-264-9718 
Maaron4justice@aol.com 
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Joe Sommer: Comments on Charter Review Committee's first working meeting 
 

From: JCSommer@aol.com [mailto:JCSommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 9:06 AM 
To: Charter 
Cc: tokaji.1@osu.edu; jonbeard1964@gmail.com 
Subject: Comments on Charter Review Committee's first working meeting 
 
Charter Review Committee: 
  
After viewing last week's working meeting, I feel that several subjects relating to it deserve 
additional consideration. I hope the Committee will focus more on the following topics at 
future meetings and in its final report.  
  
Best practices of peer cities 
  
When Mayor Andrew Ginther announced on July 6, 2016 that a Charter Review Committee 
would be formed, he said: "The Committee will look at the country's most successful cities and 
learn from them: How are their city governments structured? What works for them? What 
might Columbus adopt to make our city stronger and poised for the future."  
  
Council member Shannon Hardin likewise said when the Committee Members were named on 
Sept. 6: "The Charter Review Committee's Members . . . will examine best practices from 
around the country." 
  
At last week's meeting, I didn't hear any "best practices from around the country" 
identified. There was a statement that Columbus City Council is smaller than the councils of 
most other large cities, and thus its size should possibly be expanded. (We really didn't need a 
Committee to tell us that.) Under the same logic, however, Council should possibly add district 
representation, as virtually every other large U.S. city has. 
  
I hope that at future working meetings and in its final report, the Committee will identify what 
it found to be "best practices from around the country" and explain why those practices were 
considered the best. 
  
One-party composition of Columbus City Council  
  
For nearly 15 years, all seven Council members have been Democrats. This has meant no 
representation on Council for the hundreds of thousands of Columbus residents who aren't 
Democrats. I was pleased to see Committee Member Fred Mills raise this issue several times at 
the meeting. But I was disappointed that no other Member seemed concerned about it. 
  
Having all City Council seats controlled by one party can produce other problems besides a lack 
of representation for political minorities. In an August 16, 2015 editorial about scandals in the 
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Columbus city government, The Dispatch wrote that the corrupt acts of lobbyist John Raphael 
"probably were made easier by the fact that for years, the city has been ruled by one-party 
government."  
  
The editorial also said: "One of the benefits of having government bodies made up of members 
of competing political parties is that the parties act as a check on each other, blowing the 
whistle on abuses of office by their opponents. Where one party is all-powerful, dispensing 
favors and advancement in return for loyalty, complicity and silence, there is no check. 
Heedlessness and a sense of entitlement can flourish."  
  
Similarly, when then-Mayor Michael Coleman ran for governor in 2005, he blamed Coingate on 
one-party domination of the state government. He said the scandal was "an example of the 
arrogance of power that comes with one-party rule. It reinforces the need for change in Ohio."  
  
In view of those considerations, it would be astounding if the Committee concluded that a "best 
practice" is to continue having all members of City Council from one party. I think the 
Committee should instead look for ways to promote diversity of political views on Council. This 
diversity would provide representation for minority segments of the city's population, be a 
check on the acts of the majority party, and promote examination of issues from wider 
perspectives. 
  
Competitiveness of Columbus City Council elections    
  
I was surprised to hear a Member describe as "compelling" a presentation previously given to 
the Committee about the competitiveness of district versus at-large elections. And I was 
disappointed that no Committee Member disagreed with the description. 
  
In written materials that I believe were provided to the Committee, and in recent Facebook 
posts, Jonathan Beard explained that the presentation referred to was flawed and misleading.  
  
Mr. Beard wrote on Facebook that "the Charter Review Committee was given a presentation by 
city staff who claimed the average margin of victory in recent council elections was 5.2%, when, 
in reality, the actual winning margins were 16%, 78%, 146%, 189%, 207% - meaning the lowest 
placing winning candidate more than doubled the vote total of most of the challengers."  
  
A lack of competitiveness can also be seen in the political campaigns for Council seats. The 
incumbents have plenty of money for flooding local TV and radio with ads. They also appear on 
CTV. The challengers normally don't have money for TV or radio ads, resulting in the public 
hearing little to nothing about them. They can't even appear on public access TV, because the 
city government eliminated it in about 2002.  
  
Mr. Beard's Facebook post also addressed the imbalance in funding for Council candidates. He 
said that "in the 2013 elections, incumbents spent 96% of all the campaign money ($375,000) 



 

and . . . all the challengers combined had just $16,578.46 to spend on their campaigns - (i.e., 
enough money to mail one letter to about 10% of the electorate)." 
  
This information shows that Columbus City Council elections are not competitive, and reforms 
are needed to promote competitiveness. 
  
Alleged parochialism and difficulty drawing lines regarding district elections 
  
Comments were made at the meeting that district representation can cause parochialism and 
infighting among council members who supposedly would be more concerned about their 
districts than the entire city. Cleveland was cited as an example. 
  
That argument was addressed in The Dispatch on July 1, 2012 by James Mitchell Jr., a district 
council member in Charlotte, NC. He said district opponents who point to cities with all-ward 
council elections, such as Cleveland, are using extreme examples. He added: "Why don't they 
ever mention Charlotte, or Washington, D.C., or San Diego, or the many more that are 
thriving?" 
  
In looking at best practices, the Committee should have found cities where district elections are 
working well. And there should have been more to say at the meeting than just the same tired 
Cleveland argument that district opponents in Columbus have trotted out for years. (If 
Cleveland has in fact been performing so poorly compared to Columbus, it's strange the city 
was chosen over Columbus to host last year's Republican National Convention.) 
  
Moreover, in OSU law professor Daniel Tokaji's 2013 book Election Law in a Nutshell, he discusses 
on pages 2 to 3 James Madison's Federalist No. 10, which he describes as "perhaps the most 
famous articulation of the rationale for the republican form of government." He explains that 
Madison believed: "Those elected to the national legislature would have the wisdom and 
capacity to rise above parochial considerations and promote the 'public good.'"  
  
That belief about the ability of district representatives to rise above parochial considerations - 
and promote the public good - is at the foundation of not only the national government but 
also all the state governments and virtually all the municipal governments of America's largest 
cities, except Columbus. It's astonishing that such a widely accepted Madisonian view could be 
rejected in Columbus as not a best governmental practice. The public deserves an 
explanation for why, if that's ultimately the Committee's position. 
  
Finally, a claim was made at the meeting that there can be problems drawing district lines. 
But in a May 27, 2016 article analyzing gerrymandering, The Week magazine said: "Computer 
software could easily redistrict maps in the fairest way possible, so that each district is a 
standard, geometric shape." 
  
Thus, establishing fair districts is not difficult. It's a matter of having in place the necessary 
governmental processes to ensure the fair drawing of district lines. 



 

    
Conclusion 
  
I hope that at future meetings and in its final report, the Committee gives more consideration 
to these matters. A focus on the best practices of thriving large U.S. cities would likely lead to 
ways to promote political diversity on Council, make Council elections more competitive, 
produce a Council that's more responsive to neighborhoods while avoiding parochialism, and 
draw district lines in a fair manner.    
  
Joe Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court 
Columbus, OH 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell) 
  



 

Jonathan Beard: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 1/12/2017 11:08:47 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Jonathan Beard 

Email 
address 

jonbeard1964@gmail.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

I want to provide an update on questions asked by committee members at various points through 
the process.  Specifically, committeemembers asked if Section 2 voter dilution claims were made 
against non-southern cities, and didn't get a comprehensive reply.  I would again note my earlier 
testimony that the Department of Justice filed successful lawsuits against Euclid City Council and 
Euclid City School District (Ohio).  Just yesterday, the Department of Justice filed a Section 2 lawsuit 
against Eastpointe, Michigan (near Detroit) for the unlawfully discriminatory effects of its at-large 
voting structure.  According to one news article submitted with this comment "Lawyers for the city 
say nearly all previous court rulings on such controversies have been in the federal government’s 
favor." Earlier testimony I submitted from the Department of Justice website says that such Section 2 
litigation against at-large systems is the most frequent type of complaint filed by the department (far 
outweighing complaints against the design of districts). 
 
Also, committee member continues to talk about the alleged relative competitive nature of 
Columbus elections, which city staff testimony I disputed in my written testimony by providing the 
actual vote tallies of the last 3 elections.  The staff analysis was inaccurate and incomplete, in 
claiming an average margin of victory of 5.2% over the past 2 election cycles -- in addition to the 
logical fallacy of looking at the percent difference among all votes cast, rather than individual 
candidate vote tallies, it looked only at the lowest winning candidate and the highest vote getting 
unelected candidate -- neglecting the fact that there are 3 or 4 losing candidates ni each race.  Going 
back into that data and looking at all the candidates, I note that the average margin of victory was 
71% in 2011, 109% in 2013, and grew to 152% in 2015.  In other words, the average winning 
candidate has well more than double the number of votes of the average losing candidate in each of 
the last two elections -- a gap which has grown in each of the last 3 election cycles.  If the committee 
is serious about competitiveness being an issue, as members have stated during the deliberation 
meetings, this is something worth further discussion and consideration.  I would suggest council 
districts and campaign finance reform [i.e., recommending the city finally adopt an ordinance placing 
caps on contributions to city campaigns at a minimum -- which voters permissively approved in a 
charter amendment of (I believe) 2004 but which council did not enact, meaning people can give 
more to a city council member than they can to the presidnet of the united States, or a member of 
the Ohio legislature ...] When the election data shows so clearly the noncompetitive nature of our 
council elections (which -- council elections IS a charter issue), to not make recommendations on the 
citizens' behalf would speak to an unnecessary superficiality in this Charter Review Commission's 
work. 
 
I appreciate your efforts. 
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Jonathan Beard: DoJ Files Lawsuit Against At Large System in Michigan 
(Yesterday) 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 11:35 PM 
To: Charter; joe sommer 
Subject: DoJ Files Lawsuit Against At Large System in Michigan (Yesterday) 
 
Please see attached articles about the U.S. Department of Justice's recent filing (yesterday) of a 
Section 2 Voting Rights Act complaint against the City of Eastpointe, Michigan.  The DoJ says the 
at-large system denies Blacks the right to have a representative of their/our own choosing 
(regardless of race).  As shown by the DoJ's successful suit against Euclid City Schools and City 
Council (OH), this is not just an issue in the Deep South. 
 
Sadly, one of the articles points to two of Eastpointe's Black clergy defending the discriminatory 
at-large elections system and opposing the DoJ's effort to enforce federal law,which indicates 
that what people are used to is not necessarily the same as what is moral, just, or 
lawful.  Harriet Tubman once said "I freed a thousand slaves. I could have freed a thousand 
more if only they knew they were slaves."  Unfortunately the same type of dynamic exists today 
-- people often don't recognize the reality of their daily existence and often fight against all 
logic to maintain it. 
 
There is no excuse for enlightened citizens of Columbus to recommend maintaining a system of 
enforce racial hegemony when a clear and more commonly-accepted alternative exists.  How 
embarrassing it would be to the city and its national reputation should the DoJ or LDF file suit 
here -- it would make a national hollow mockery of this process and all the "Best Of" awards 
the city has solicited and received if there was national press coverage that our city is violating 
the most basic of some of our citizens' civil rights.   
 
The CRC --which I assume represents all citizens -- should take steps to recommend a 
nondiscriminatory system of governance, to show that all the citizens have a seat at Columbus's 
big table -- that political access and influence isn't just reserved for those with invitations.  
 
Regardless of the vote on Issue 1, the time is always right to advocate for truth and justice and 
history rewards those who do.  You have the information --  I urge each committee member to 
do the right thing, and to recommend moving Columbus from its past and into a more fair and 
just future where all citizens have equal political opportunity.  I believe that making such a 
recommendation fulfills your moral obligation (or at least raising the real issue in the 
committee report provides you some moral cover) ... then it is up to the electeds to put it on 
the ballot and the people to vote -- both of which are beyond your control. 
 
Jon Beard 
(614) 395-1946 
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Attachment: Justice Department Files Voting Rights Suit Against City of Eastpointe, 
Michigan

 



 

 



 

Attachment: Eastpointe leaders criticize feds’ demand for racially-driven election 
reform

 



 



 



 

  
  



 

Attachment: U.S. Accuses Eastpointe, MI of denying black residents equal voting rights 

 



 

 
  



 

 

Joe Sommer: Committee's handling of the district elections issue 
 
From: JCSommer@aol.com [mailto:JCSommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 12:58 PM 
To: Charter 
Cc: jonbeard1964@gmail.com; mcurtin2323@yahoo.com; tokaji.1@osu.edu 
Subject: Committee's handling of the district elections issue 
 
Charter Review Committee: 
  
In viewing your working meetings, I've been disappointed that the issue of district representation has 
sometimes been treated as decided at the August 2016 special election. Moreover, the Committee's "working 
draft recommendations" referenced Columbus elections held decades ago as an additional basis for opposing 
district representation.  
  
It therefore appears the Committee might not decide whether district elections are a best practice of large cities, 
and may simply defer to past election results in Columbus. This would be inconsistent with what the public was led 
to believe the Committee would do. And it would be an unsound basis for recommending a future structure for the 
city government.   
  

Public explanations of the Charter Review Committee's purpose   
  
In announcing that a Charter Review Committee would be formed, Mayor Andrew Ginther said on July 6, 2016: 
"The Committee will look at the country's most successful cities and learn from them. How are their city 
governments structured? What works for them? What might Columbus adopt to make our city stronger and 
poised for the future."  
  
The Dispatch's article about the announcement was titled "Columbus plans to appoint panel to study city council 
wards." The city officials quoted in it included Councilmember Elizabeth Brown saying: "I am interested in the five 
best cities and what they are doing."  
  
Neither the article nor city officials said that if Issue 1 didn't pass, the Committee would decline to analyze district 
representation in other large cities.  
  
When the Committee Members were named on Sept. 6, Councilmember Shannon Hardin explained: "The Charter 
Review Committee's Members . . . will examine best practices from around the country." 
  
He too said nothing about district elections being off the table as a best practice. This was after Issue 1's defeat. 
  
Public pronouncements thus gave citizens the impression - both before and after the special election - that the 
Committee would determine whether district representation is a best practice of large cities. 
  

Interpreting the Issue 1 election results 

  
The Committee sometimes appears to interpret the defeat of Issue 1 as Columbus residents clearly rejecting 
district representation. I disagree for three main reasons. 
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First, the public was urged to reject Issue 1 based on the process used to write it. In a July 10, 2016 editorial, The 
Dispatch wrote: "If Columbus is to change its governing structure, it shouldn't be rushed, a flaw of Issue 1. The 
community's best minds - Democrats, Republicans, neighborhood representatives and experts on urban 
governance such as those at Ohio State University - should have time to examine alternatives, weigh the pros and 
cons and propose options vetted by the community." 
  
The editorial said that's what the Charter Review Committee would do. It explained that the Committee would 
"conduct a comprehensive review of the council's structure, and examine the vacancy-appointment process, the 
number of members, wards and other reforms."  
  
The Dispatch similarly urged citizens to vote no on Issue 1 in a July 31 editorial titled "Thoughtful reform is better." 
It said: "Redesigning the entire legislative branch of the city's government should be done thoughtfully, with 
broader community and expert input, not in a heedless manner."  
  
Based on such urgings, many surely voted no on Issue 1 not because they necessarily opposed district 
representation. They wanted a different process for determining whether such reform would be good for the city. 
The public was led to believe that the Charter Review Committee would supply the desired process, not defer to 
the election results as a final decision on the matter.  
  
Second, the anti-Issue 1 campaign contained misinformation. For example, a July 25 Dispatch editorial said Issue 1 
opponents engaged in "misdirection and distortion" in a mailer sent to voters. The editorial described the mailer as 
"misleading."  
  
And in The Dispatch's July 6 article about the decision to form a Charter Review Committee, Councilmember 
Michael Stinziano said: "I think that there is a need to get complete information, and when you have campaigns 
going on for and against the issue, the complete information isn't what is being presented."  
  
Because many voters were deciding Issue 1 based on misleading or incomplete information, the election's 
outcome does not indicate how they would feel about district representation if they were provided accurate and 
thorough information. 
  
Third, over 90% of the city's registered voters didn't vote on Issue 1. They apparently had no strong feelings 
either way on whether the city should continue the all at-large Council or change to one including district 
representation. They could benefit greatly from learning about which system appears to be a best practice for 
large cities. 
  
In view of these considerations, Columbus residents cannot be said to have definitively rejected district 
representation at the Issue 1 election. A huge majority of them didn't vote in it, an indeterminate number of the 
voters wanted a different process for addressing the issue, and an indeterminate number voted on the basis of 
misleading or incomplete information. 
  

The 1968 and 1975 elections  
  
Based on information presented to the Committee about the unsuccessful attempts to add district representation 
to Council in 1968 and 1975, those elections also should not be viewed as reflections of voter sentiments on the 
issue's merits. 
  
The information showed that both elections were efforts to remedy the problem of the all at-large Council 
excluding African Americans from it. Although a black was first elected to Columbus' former ward-based Council in 
1880, no black was elected to the at-large Council until 1969 - which was 55 years after the present Charter was 
adopted.    
  



 

The Committee was informed of "a strong racial divide in the city" in the 1968 and 1975 elections. Black areas 
supported district elections as a means of allowing them representation on Council. White areas, except near the 
University, opposed the change. After the 1968 vote, a Democratic Councilmember said some of the opposition 
may have been due to "a certain amount of white backlash . . . a fear of some whites that Negroes would be on 
council."   
  
With support for district elections in 1968 and 1975 being a reaction to decades of racial oppression, and with 
some of the opposition to the proposed reforms being based on racial prejudice, there are sober lessons to be 
learned from these elections. But the lessons don't support a claim that at-large elections have been good for the 
city and should be continued.  
  
They actually support an opposite position. Those distasteful and divisive elections would not have occurred - and 
stained the city's history - if the all at-large Council had not excluded blacks for decades and if they had 
been provided representation on Council through district elections.    
  

Continued thwarting of minority representation on Council 
  
The Committee also received evidence of continuing problems with minority representation on Council. In over 
100 years under the present system, only one black Democrat has been elected to Council without first being 
appointed. And that happened 48 years ago.  
  
Since then, black Democrats on Council have initially been appointed, likely after a determination that they were 
acceptable to a mainly white wealthy donor class, which provides most of the funding for the expensive citywide 
political campaigns. This raises a question of how representative the appointees are of the city's African American 
community.  
  
There have been instances of older, more experienced, and more independent-minded blacks passed over for a 
Council appointment in favor of a much younger and less experienced black. Having most of their careers ahead of 
them and not yet financially secure, the younger ones are less likely to make waves in a system that they may need 
jobs from in the future. Plus, running citywide, the appointees must be palatable to a large percentage of the city's 
white voters to win election.  
  
It's doubtful whether those appointees would have been the representatives chosen by voters in a largely black 
district of the city. Minority groups, in particular, sometimes need elected officials to make waves by demanding a 
fairer system. These considerations lead to the question of whether the city is much further along than in 1968 and 
1975 concerning minority representation on Council. 
  
When considering district elections in other large cities, the Committee should examine whether African 
Americans: (1) were excluded from the city councils for decades, (2) attain council seats almost always through 
appointment instead of election, (3) should be acceptable to a mainly white donor class to obtain the appointment 
and receive needed campaign funding, and (4) must receive votes from a large percentage of white voters to retain 
the office. If those four factors aren't present in cities having district elections, it's hard to see how Columbus' all 
at-large elections can be considered a best practice for minority representation.       
  

Conclusion 

  
The Committee should not use the Issue 1 election result or other past election outcomes as a basis for declining 
to determine whether district elections are a best practice of large cities. In voting against district representation in 
past elections, many voters had reasons other than the merits of the proposals. Some reasons were respectable 
but others were not.   
  



 

The issue of district representation should be decided on the merits, as the public was led to believe it would be. 
And if the Committee decides to recommend continuing the all at-large Council, the public deserves an explanation 
for why district elections were not deemed a best practice when virtually every other large U.S. city has them.    
  
Joe Sommer 
5672 Great Hall Court 
Columbus, OH 43231-3067 
614-226-1685 (cell)  

  



 

Debi Hampton: Charter Review Public Comment 

Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 1/20/2017 2:50:20 PM. 

Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Debi Hampton 

Email 
address 

debi@creativeoverdrive.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Attending my first Charter Review Committee Meeting today. This may have already been 
considered at a previous meeting. 
 
I wonder if current Civic entities are being included in conversations pertaining to residence 
representation in Columbus? 
 
ie  Established Area Commissions, Civic Associations, HOAs, Block Watches, Police Zones and 
Precincts. 
 
The established groups would encompass diverse groups and include 1,000s of Columbus residents 
who are already engaged in their areas. 
 
These bodies likely are not a complete reprentatation. However, it might be a great place to gather 
info regarding specific concerns within pockets of our City, as this discussion continues. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Debi Hampton, President 
Cross Creek Village Civic Association  (1,004 homes) 
debi@creativeoverdrive.com 
614.209.9688 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from debi@creativeoverdrive.com on 1/20/2017 2:50:20 PM. 
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Amanda King: Columbus Charter Review Committee 
 
 

From: Amanda King [mailto:kingamandaj@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2017 1:50 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Columbus Charter Review Committee 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
As a Columbus resident (Near East Side Area), I would like to express my support for 
the Columbus Charter Review Committee's consideration of a 9-member City Council that 
would include a mix of at-large and district representative council members. I think is an 
excellent step for improving the representation of Columbus residents in the City Council 
structure. 
 
Thank you! 
 
-- 
Amanda King 
kingamandaj@gmail.com 
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Carol Whitmer: Charter Review Public Comment 
 
Data from form "Public Comment" was received on 1/26/2017 7:50:39 AM. 
Contact the Charter Review Commission 

Field Value 

Name Carol Whitmer 

Email 
address 

cwhitmer63@yahoo.com  

Subject Charter Review Public Comment 

Message 

Thanks for the opportunity to submit my comments about the charter review of city council. I am in 
favor of have a mixed council. A council with officials that are elected by wards and council members 
that are at large. 
 
By having members elected by wards citizens will have an individual who represents them in their 
neighborhood. Individuals will know who to contact when there is an issue in their neighborhood. 
There will be a person to fight for the issues that matter most to the people that elected them. I 
believe that the at large members will be able to keep the ward members in check. This will create a 
good balance on the council. 
 
Again thanks for your consideration. 
Carol Whitmer 

Email "Charter Review Public Comment" originally sent to edjohnson@columbus.gov; sbmegas@columbus.gov 
from cwhitmer63@yahoo.com on 1/26/2017 7:50:39 AM. 
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Jonathan Beard: Public Comment 
 
From: Jonathan Beard [mailto:jonbeard1964@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2017 4:34 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Public comment 
 
Please see attached public comment to be distributed to members, in response to the January 
5th and 20th Charter Review Committee discussions. Thank you. 
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Attachment: February 2nd CRC Public Comment 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

  



 

Joe Sommer: Cols. Free Press article about Charter Review Committee 
 
From: JCSommer@aol.com [mailto:JCSommer@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 3:27 PM 
To: Charter 
Subject: Cols. Free Press article about Charter Review Committee 
 
Based on viewing some of the Charter Review Committee's meetings, I wrote the attached 
article in the February issue of The Columbus Free Press.  
  
I wanted to make sure the Committee has the article. In case the submitted manuscript might 
be easier to read, I have pasted it below. 
  
Joe Sommer 
Columbus 
   
Charter Review Committee's focus narrower than what's needed 
 
The Columbus Charter Review Committee is considering possible recommendations for 
changing Columbus City Council. City officials announced the committee just weeks before the 
August 2, 2016 special election on Issue 1. Columbus voters in that election turned down a 
citizens' initiative to expand the size of council and add district representation. Before the vote, 
city officials said the committee would use a better process for studying reforms of council. 
 
The committee sees problems with the present council of seven members all elected at large. 
They recognize that council's size is smaller than in similar cities. They likely think each council 
member cannot be familiar with all of Columbus' more than 200 neighborhoods. And they're 
concerned that some areas have had no representative on council for decades. 
 
At its January 20 meeting, the committee began formulating possible reforms to address those 
problems. The Committee is considering for council's structure: (1) expanding council's size to 
nine members; (2) dividing the city into nine council districts, each represented by a council 
member who must reside in the district; and (3) electing the council members citywide instead 
of from the districts, in both the primary and general elections.   
 
This plan guarantees each area a council member residing there, thus increasing the chances 
that at least one member will be familiar with the area. But the plan ignores a number of 
problems that many have identified regarding council. Those problems helped lead to the Issue 
1 citizens' initiative. 
 
First, the plan does nothing about the problem of council consisting entirely of Democrats. In a 
city approximately 70% Democratic, citywide elections will almost surely continue producing 
all-Democratic councils. This leaves Columbus' hundreds of thousands of non-Democrats 
unrepresented on council. Plus, even The Dispatch has blamed the one-party makeup of council 
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as a probable cause of recent scandals in the city government, pointing out that no one from an 
opposition party is there to blow the whistle on wrongdoing.   
 
Second, the plan continues the problem of council candidates having to turn to big-money 
special interests to fund their expensive citywide political campaigns. This increases the 
likelihood of council members being more responsive to those wealthy interests than to 
neighborhoods and regular citizens. 
 
Third, it's doubtful how accountable the district representatives will be to their districts under 
the plan, because almost 90% of their voters will live outside the district. If residents in a district 
are dissatisfied with their council member and vote to remove the person, their wishes could 
easily be thwarted by residents in the rest of the city voting to keep the person in office.  
 
Fourth, the plan could produce violations of Voting Rights Act of 1965. The Act says a violation 
occurs when an election system leaves racial minorities with less opportunity "to elect 
representatives of their choice." If a largely African-American district voted for a person as the 
district's representative, but their decision was nullified by white voters in other parts of the 
city, the result would appear contrary to the Voting Rights Act. 
 
All these problems would be solved by having district representatives elected from districts 
instead of citywide. The city's political and racial minorities could elect council members from 
districts where they constitute a substantial percentage of the population. The costs of running 
in districts would be lower than running citywide. And voters in the districts could hold their 
representatives accountable. 
 
So far, a majority of the committee has disfavored recommending those types of district 
elections, probably because of unsubstantiated claims from the mayor's office that the result 
would be infighting on council. The committee could obtain a different view by receiving more 
objective information.  
 
For example, Conor Johnston is a legislative aide in San Francisco and has knowledge of that 
city's experiences with district and at-large elections. He wrote: "I think district representation 
is far better for constituent services and the overall responsiveness of our elected officialdom. . 
. . I also think it greatly reduces infighting since they don't run against each other and, in a lot of 
day-to-day ways, operate independently."  
 
His information was received by this author within hours after an email was sent to the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors. But the Columbus city employees researching for the 
committee seem to have trouble obtaining pro-district information for the members. 
 
It's therefore important that citizens share their views with the members. The committee's 
next, and possibly final, meeting will be on Thursday, February 9, at 1:00 p.m. in City Hall. A 
subsequent meeting, if necessary, has tentatively been set for Friday, February 17, also at 1:00 
p.m. in City Hall. Public comments can be made at the meetings. Written comments can be 



 

submitted on the committee's website at https://www.columbus.gov/council/Charter-
Review/Charter-Review-Committee/  
 
Joe Sommer 
Jan. 25, 2017 
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